Resounding Success 

I have just completed reading the June Ist issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, "The 
Resilient Earth." I would like to take this opportunity to compliment you. I believe this edition 
provides just what is needed to counter the lies and half-truths that are permeating the media 
today on the environment. 

I have ordered extra copies. For some time to come this edition will provide the necessary 
information to reach all who have open minds. This subject has apparently been decided on, by 
those in power, to be used as the final springboard into world government. Let us hope that we 
can provide enough of the truth in the time that is left to stop this insane rush into slavery. 

-- JAMES MORRELLA 
Yonkers, New York 


See page 32 for information on how to order extra copies of this exciting environmental 

issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. -- Ed. 
Environmentalist Reaction 

After receiving your environmental issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, I felt quite 
disturbed. To suggest that these concerns are bogus and are being used to install what you refer 
to as "the new world order" is obscene! 

Your table of contents page is even more bizarre. "Natural Pollutants -- Man's 
contributions to environmental 'pollution' pale in comparison to those of nature itself." Come 
On!! How can you say that?!? 

NASA has proof that the ozone layer is depleting rapidly. I know from my chemistry that 
chlorine and CFC's break up the triple oxygen bonds that make up ozone. 

Carbon dioxide is not the great benefit you would make it out to be. It traps heat in the 
earth's atmosphere and creates global warming. Deforesting lends to the problem, as green plants 
containing chlorophyll break down CO: in their effort to make food for themselves. Granted, I 
can agree that cutting trees and reseeding in the forests can be beneficial for those who depend 
on it for their livelihood, but the problem remains that many do not reseed. 

I can agree with some of the things your magazine says, such as the fact that nuclear 
power is the cheapest and most efficient source of power. The problem of disposing of the 
wasted fuel rods could be solved by putting the spent rods back into the holes they were dug up 
from. Nukes are important, as they do not pollute with dangerous chemicals and gases. 
Radioactivity is the only obstacle in the expansion of the use of nuclear power. 

Economic progress is much less important than the continued existence of life on this 
planet. There are no others for us to run to, you know. The attitude that economic growth is more 
important than the planet is what got us into the ecological mess we're in. 

-- PETER C. BERNARD, EDITOR 
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The Voice 
Massasoit Community College 
Brockton, Massachusetts 


The Whole Picture 

At the time of the civil rights march in Selma, Alabama, a widely-published photograph 
gained as much national attention as has the "Rodney King" videotape. It showed a black woman 
lying on her back while a law-enforcement officer stood over her with his hands on the top of a 
baseball bat. Virtually everyone who saw that picture assumed that the officer was attempting to 
beat the woman with the bat. 

Sometime later, I had an opportunity to see an enlarged print of the original picture. 
While the published one showed only the woman's head and shoulders, the original included her 
arms and hands. It clearly showed the woman holding the other end of the bat. She was trying to 
hit the officer in the face, and he had his hands on the bat to keep her from doing so. The true 
story was quite different from the one the press conveyed. 

Whether or not one agrees with the verdict in the Rodney King case, we must remember 
that the jury was in possession of evidence which the public did not see, and we should give 
them credit for doing their best to reach what they considered to be a just verdict in a very 
difficult case. 

The criticism and even threats which members of the King jury have been subjected to 
will surely make it extremely difficult to seat an impartial jury in future cases and may well lead 
to a serious breakdown in our judicial system. 

-- SHIRLEY B. DUDEY 
Bentonville, Arkansas 


FRONT PAGE Stalking the 
American Family 


Robert W. Lee 


The erosion of traditional values has spurred our national health-care "crisis" 


Robert W. Lee is a radio talk-show host, author of the book United Nations Conspiracy, and a 


regular contributor to THE NEW AMERICAN. 


A recent editorial in the Journal of the American Medical Association warned that the 
U.S. health-care system faces imminent "meltdown" and could become fully nationalized by 
1996 if costs continue to soar. "In a worst-case scenario," wrote JAMA editor George D. 
Lundberg, "the Congress would panic and nationalize the entire health care industry; they can do 
that." 

Indeed "they" can, despite the fact that they have no constitutional authorization to do so. 
And if we allow it to happen, it will be a classic example of government stretching its totalitarian 
tentacles over an important segment of American life under the guise of "solving" a problem 
concocted by government itself. Scores of federal programs and policies, ranging from 
immigration and welfare to regulation and taxes, have blended to create the crisis. We are now 
paying a fearsome price for the ignorance and apathy that allowed it to occur. 

National health expenditures rocketed from $74 billion in 1970 to $604 billion in 1989. 
The amount will, if present trends continue, more than double (to $1.4 trillion) by 1996. Real per 
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capita spending on health care since the early 1970s has escalated more than five times faster 
than productivity. 

Many forms of government intrusion into private affairs have served to negatively impact 
the health-care system in the United States. Overt entitlement programs such as Medicare and 
Medicaid are the most obvious. Less apparent are such factors as our government's burdensome 
and destructive immigration policy. As early as 1983, according to the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the cost of health care delivered to illegal immigrants alone was $549.6 
million. That figure may exceed $1 billion today. 

The burgeoning cost of government regulation in nearly every area of American life also 
places incredible strain on America's health-care system. The American Hospital Association 
estimates that it will cost America's hospitals over $20 billion to comply with the 1990 
Americans With Disabilities Act. And, as taxpayers are forced to hand more of their income over 
to the government, their quality of life is reduced and they are potentially faced with more 
illness. 

Consider also the impact on health care of the mass of laws and requirements that the 
Food and Drug Administration imposes on producers of prescription drugs and other medicines. 
The FDA's maze of bureaucracy often keeps vital drugs off the market for years and contributes 
to higher prices of the products once they are marketed. 

Erosion of Stability 

Such elements are important to consider when trying to reason why the cost of quality 
health care is rising out of the reach of the average American. But all of the above factors pale 
when compared to the erosion in our nation of the traditional family and of the values important 
to its stability. 

Indeed, the deterioration of the family and its influence in American life is arguably the 
leading cause of disease and premature death. Literally hundreds of studies confirm that marriage 
and family life enhance health, while divorce, single parenting, cohabitation, homosexuality, and 
other so-called "alternative lifestyles" increase the likelihood of disease and early death. 

In 1985, writing in the journal Social Science and Medicine, researchers Catherine K. 
Riessman and Naomi Gerstel noted that "one of the most consistent observations in health 
research is that married [people] enjoy better health than those of other marital statuses," and that 
"this pattern has been found for every age group (20 years and over), for both men and women, 
and for both whites and nonwhites." 

In his own research on the impact of marriage on health, Yale Professor Harold Morowitz 
concluded that "being divorced and a non-smoker is slightly less dangerous than smoking a pack 
or more a day and staying married," adding tongue-in-cheek that "if a man's marriage is driving 
him to heavy smoking he has a delicate statistical decision to make." 

Alleged government "compassion" for the plight of blacks has often translated into 
policies dreadfully detrimental to black families. Political scientist Lawrence Mead, in his 1986 
book Beyond Entitlement: The Social Obligations of Citizenship, blames federal entitlement 
programs for encouraging black women to work while discouraging unskilled black men from 
seeking employment, even though "nonwork by men, not women, is the main force undermining 
the black family." 

A major study in 1985 found that federal job-training programs were helping black 
women find work, but that black men who enrolled in the programs were just as unemployable 
after their participation as before. Due to federal and state affirmative action strictures, black 
males find it increasingly difficult to secure jobs that enable them to support their families. Many 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


businesses prefer to fill their racial targets with minority women rather than men (thereby 
covering two "discrimination" bases rather than one), which tends to drive up male 
unemployment. The combination of declining employment for black males and increasing 
employment for black women has driven many blacks into the divorce courts while reducing the 
marriage rate. As a result, physical and emotional problems have increased, along with the 
expense of coping with them. 

Crimes of violence add to the cost of health care, and criminologists have long tried to 
explain the high crime rates within black communities. Researchers at the University of 
Maryland, writing in the February 1988 Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 
reported that when differences in family structure are taken into account, crime rates run about 
the same in rich and poor neighborhoods among black, white, and Hispanic populations. The 
research team noted that although many prior studies have claimed to find a significant 
correlation between race and crime rates, such studies have "failed to control for community 
family structure" and may have attributed to the racial factor "an effect that is actually due to the 
association between race and family structure." Which simply confirms that the medical costs 
associated with violent crime are largely the result of family disintegration. 

Penalizing Families 

Although traditional families tend to be far healthier than the "alternative" lifestyles, they 
are seldom allowed to enjoy any economic benefits from this healthy state because, as Bryce J. 
Christensen, editor of The Family in America newsletter, notes, such benefits "are siphoned off 
through welfare-state policies and collectivized health care and are used to pay for the group 
pathologies of those who have deliberately rejected the moral and social restraints of family life." 
As a result, traditional families have been pushed "to the end of the line of those eligible for 
federal health benefits [but are] near the front of the line of those responsible for paying for those 
benefits." 

The federal income tax favors cohabiting singles and childless couples over married 
couples with children. Rockford Institute President Allan C. Carlson draws attention to the 
incredible transfer of the federal tax burden in recent years to the backs of families with children. 
Citing Treasury Department figures, he notes that between 1960 and 1984 "the average federal 
income-tax rate paid by a single person, or a married couple without children, did not change. 
Yet the average income-tax rate paid by a married couple with two children rose 43 percent. If 
they had four children, the increase in tax rate was a staggering 223 percent." In short, federal tax 
policy has had its most draconian and destructive impact on the traditional family, thereby 
favoring (and encouraging) the far less healthy alternatives. 

Day Care Disaster 

With increasing numbers of women entering the work force, in part due to the financial 
and social pressures and inducements engendered by government policy, federal and state 
governments are financing (and pressuring businesses to provide) additional day-care facilities 
for children. This adds to the cost of health care, since day care is a breeding ground for 
infectious diseases and other ailments. Writing in The Family in America for February 1991, J. 
Craig Peery, professor of human development at Brigham Young University, noted that the 
"mere act of separating an infant from his mother may suppress the immune system and make 
the child more vulnerable to disease. Putting a number of young children together increases 
exposure to disease. Compared to children cared for at home in a six-month period, children in 
day-care homes are 25 percent more likely to contract infections, while those in day-care centers 
get nearly 50 percent more infections and are nearly three times as likely to need hospitalization. 
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Medical costs for children in day care are close to 100 percent to 200 percent higher." According 
to Dr. Peery, "virtually all agents which cause illness in children are more common in day-care 
centers." 

When researchers at the Centers for Disease Control compared the risk of respiratory 
illness among children in day care with that of children cared for at home, they concluded (as 
reported last year in Pediatrics) that during the period of the study "approximately 10 percent of 
respiratory illnesses in the United States in children younger than 5 years of age were attributable 
to day-care attendance." The findings, the authors noted, were "consistent with observations from 
a number of studies ... which suggest that day-care attendance is associated with an increased 
risk of respiratory illness in preschool-aged children." 

A 1989 study in the American Journal of Public Health found that children under age 
three placed in day-care centers suffered nearly 50 percent more infections compared to children 
cared for at home, and that they were hospitalized four-and-one-half times as often. 

So not only must many mothers work to make ends meet, and pay strangers to tend their 
children, but they must also loot the bills for medical treatment for the maladies their youngsters 
contract in the day-care environment. 

Divorce 

In 1916, English author G.K. Chesterton observed in Divorce v. Democracy that the trend 
toward divorce was part of "that modern change which would make the state infinitely superior 
to the family." Perhaps that explains why so many government policies tend to encourage 
divorce and thwart marriage. 

So-called "no-fault" divorce laws, now on the books of all states, have been especially 
corrosive of the family institution. Prior to "no-fault," divorces would usually be granted only on 
such grounds as adultery, desertion, or cruelty. Now, at least so far as the state is concerned, one 
spouse may unilaterally break the marriage vow at whim. States may still require licenses to 
marry, but the documents have been divested of their legal connotation. According to Dr. Bryce 
Christensen, "no-fault" divorce laws have been "more subversive of marriage than mere 
indifference. For by making it easy to avoid a wedding vow without incurring legal guilt, the 
state discourages self-sacrifice and emotional commitment to marriage." 

Fear of divorce is one of the main reasons that an increasing number of young adults opt 
to cohabit rather than marry. In a 1989 study published in Law and Society Review, lawyer and 
sociologist Thomas B. Marvell evaluated no-fault divorce laws in 38 states and found in 16 of 
the states that "on the average, the no fault laws increased divorces by some 20 to 25 percent." 

"No-fault" divorce places the government on the side of those who want out of their 
marriages, and against those who wish to remain married. It has had an especially deleterious 
effect on traditional homemakers by exposing them to betrayal and abandonment. As Dr. 
Christensen notes, for "many women, 'no fault' divorce has meant impoverishment as well as 
heartache," since judges have largely "ceased to order the payment of alimony except for short 
periods," and wives have been "increasingly required to assist in the liquidation of pre-divorce 
debt." Whereas "a former wife usually received the family home under traditional law, ‘equitable 
division’ under 'no fault’ typically means a forced sale of the home to divide the equity." 

On the other side, Dr. Christensen continues, "no-fault" divorce "has also encouraged 
opportunistic behavior by faithless wives. Even when the wife has first betrayed her husband and 
then initiated the divorce, 'no fault' divorce frequently gives her one-half of the household assets 
and custody of the children." As a result, in the words of West Virginia Supreme Court Justice 
Richard Neely, "a blameless father often emerges from divorce courts with all the financial 
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responsibility of marriage and none of its emotional or economic rewards." 

Divorce, like day care, can have a debilitating effect on the health of children involved. 
According to a number of authorities, divorce is the single greatest cause of childhood 
depression. And a 1985 national study, published in the journal Family Relations, found that 
children of divorced parents were plagued with significantly worse health than the children of 
intact marriages. The researchers concluded that "marital status is related to health status of all 
the family members, including both parents and children." 

Research has also confirmed that divorce tends to increase the demand for government 
health services. In 1984, researchers at the National Center for Health Services reported in the 
American Journal of Public Health that not only were divorced women less healthy than their 
married counterparts, but that they were more likely than married women to rely on public 
assistance for health care. And a 1988 study at Rutgers University, published in the Journal of 
Health and Social Behavior, confirmed that unmarried mothers and their children 
"disproportionately constitute a population which is chronically dependent on the state for basic 
necessities, including health care." 

Advocates of big government and nationalized medicine clearly have a vested interest in 
promoting policies that cause, rather than avert, divorce. 

The Single Parent Trap 

Vice President Dan Quayle's recent criticism of the single-parent lifestyle of television 
character Murphy Brown may have been expediently timed for this election year, but it was also 
justified and his position is backed by reams of data (to say nothing of common sense). Recent 
research, such as a 1989 study by Florida State University researchers published in Biology 
Today, has found an unusually high incidence of Sudden Infant Death Syndrome among the 
children of unwed mothers. Illegitimacy is linked to other harmful, often fatal, health problems 
for children, since unmarried women are at substantially greater risk of having infants with low 
birth weights, and low birth weight is perhaps the best predictor of infant mortality. 

Writing in the May 1992 issue of The Family in America, Dr. Bryce Christensen notes 
that it is largely due to the rise in illegitimacy that "taxpayers now pay the birth costs for one 
infant in seven. Because illegitimate children are born prematurely with alarming frequency, they 
often require special surgery, mechanical respirators, isolation incubators, and other costly 
medical care paid for out of general hospital funds and the public purse." 

Both divorce and illegitimacy also impact the future health of children, and run up 
tomorrow's health-care costs, by increasing the likelihood that the youngsters involved will 
eventually engage in premarital sex and the use of tobacco, alcohol, and illicit drugs. 

A 1988 analysis of data collected in the National Health Interview Survey, published in 
Social Science and Medicine, found that while single women living alone spend more days sick 
in bed and suffer more chronic conditions than do women who live with husbands, the women 
reporting the worst health of all were unmarried mothers. Also, unmarried women who become 
pregnant are more likely to have abortions, and to suffer post-abortion health problems, than are 
married women. And when they are not aborted, out-of-wedlock babies usually stay in the 
hospital longer, and return more frequently, than do those born within marriage. This may be 
primarily due to the fact that they are more often born premature. One in five suffers from lasting 
birth defects. 

Big Daddy 

Many studies have indicated the extent to which government has, via its aid, gradually 

usurped the role once held by fathers, thereby helping to propagate what may be the fastest 
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growing (and least healthy) "family" arrangement in the country today: an unwed mother with 
the state serving as surrogate father. Dr. Bryce Christensen points out, "Government programs 
may actually be putting more babies at risk by fostering illegitimacy and by legitimizing the 
mother-state-child family." And he adds that when "public officials seek to reduce infant 
mortality simply by expanding Medicaid and other welfare programs, they further encourage 
illegitimacy .... When public officials try to reduce infant mortality by relying upon the welfare 
state, they actually endorse a formula for putting babies at risk generation after generation." 

In many states, welfare benefits are not available unless the husband is absent from the 
home, thereby creating an incentive for divorce or separation. In addition, after a small allowable 
tax-free income level, benefits are reduced dollar-for-dollar with increases in work-related 
income. In the words of Ohio University economics professor Richard K. Vedder, the "impact of 
public assistance is thus to ... reduce incentives to work, and essentially remove the economic 
rationale from marriage. The state serves as surrogate spouse and parent." 

Government policies can make a significant difference in the decisions young women 
make regarding abortion and marriage. A 1990 study by University of Washington researchers 
published in Family Planning Perspectives found that "pregnant teenagers in states with 
relatively high availability [of welfare services] are twice as likely to abort as those in states with 
relatively low availability (52 percent vs. 26 percent)." The researchers further found that in 
states with low welfare benefits, 65 percent of pregnant adolescents married, compared to 40 
percent in states with high benefits. 

Supreme Sabotage 

A string of Supreme Court decisions rendered during the early 1960s to mid-1970s has 
contributed mightily to the erosion of traditional family law (for specifics, see THE NEW 
AMERICAN for December 3, 1991). They have legalized abortion; laid the basis for challenging 
virtually ever state regulation having to do with marriage, divorce, and remarriage; transformed 
the freedom to marry into a virtual fight to divorce at whim; removed the essential distinctions 
between the institution of marriage and non-marital cohabitation; broadened the concept of 
family to include, for instance, two unmarried people; changed state welfare laws intended to 
bolster marriage and family so that they treat marriage and cohabitation as equals; ruled that 
states may not differentiate between children within and without wedlock when providing social 
services, thereby removing an incentive for unwed parents to marry; and so on. In the words of 
Carl A. Anderson, a former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, "the Supreme Court 
has set the institutions of marriage and family adrift among a variety of legally coequal forms of 
cohabitation." And since traditional marriage and family responsibilities involve the most 
intensive and long-term commitment of all, it is little wonder that so many young people, seeing 
so little incentive in our statutes for making such a commitment, are looking elsewhere. 

Nursing Homes 

The cost of nursing-home care for the elderly absorbs an ever-increasing percentage of 
the nation's health-care budget. Studies indicate, however, that taxpayers pay less of a burden for 
the institutionalization of an elderly person who is married, or who has many children, than for 
those who are single, divorced, or have few or no children. The more children an elderly person 
has, the less likely it is that he or she will be institutionalized in the first place. "Clearly," Dr. 
Bryce Christensen observes, "if fewer American marriages ended in divorce and if fewer 
American families were small, nursing-home care would not now consume 41 percent of all 
Medicaid expenditures." 

One could write volumes in cataloguing the seemingly endless ways in which 
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government, exercising patient gradualism, has manufactured and nurtured America's health-care 
crisis. Its war against the traditional family, is, however, the most dangerous, because it has the 
potential to impact our society for generations to come, and to destroy the moral fiber on which 
our Republic was rounded. Concerned citizens must be jealously vigilent against such 
inexcusable government intrusion into private affairs. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Earth Summit Villain 

The UN-sponsored Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro began with the U.S. being criticized 
for watering down targets for carbon dioxide emissions and for refusing to sign a biodiversity 
treaty; with widespread calls for industrialized nations to contribute more to the poorer countries 
through such means as a "carbon tax"; and, amid controversy over a leaked document from the 
administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency to the White House revealing the schism 
in the Bush Administration over, in this instance, a treaty concerning plants and animals, a pact 
in which the U:S. is virtually alone in not signing. 

A memo by the EPA's William Reilly to the White House, leaked to the New York 
Times, indicated that Reilly wanted the President to switch in favor of the biodiversity treaty -- 
which has been called flawed, in part because it might infringe on patent protection for biological 
inventions. The White House refused Reilly's advice, and the EPA head claimed the leak was the 
fault of his conservative enemies. 

The U.S. is now being portrayed as the worst villain in the world and the Brazilian press 
is calling President Bush "Uncle Grubby." Lost in the hullabaloo is a petition called the 
Heidelberg Appeal, signed by more than 200 scientists, including 22 winners of the Nobel Prize, 
which cautions against making decisions "supported by pseudoscientific arguments or false and 
non-relevant data." These signers see the "emergence of an irrational ideology which is opposed 
to scientific and industrial progress and impedes economic and social development." Just so. 

More Favors for Red China 

President Bush granted Communist China another year of preferential trade privileges, 
saying on June 2nd that it would be "wrong to isolate China if we hope to influence China." 
Critics note that under current Most Favored Nation status, Beijing has continued to violate 
human rights, harassed American reporters, exploded a nuclear device, and maintained unfair 
labor practices. Congress has 60 days to pass a resolution blocking the extension of MFN, but the 
White House is counting on the opposition not having sufficient votes to override a veto. 

When it comes to his Chicom friends, George Bush usually stoops to concur. 

Sanctions Against Belgrade 

The communist leader of truncated Yugoslavia, Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic, 
decried the United Nations sanctions that were voted on May 30th as a punishment for the 
protracted fighting in the Balkans. Serbs have continued to shell Sarajevo, the capital of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, where a UN-brokered cease-fire was quickly broken. Milosevic denies 
responsibility for Serbians who are fighting in Bosnia, but tens of thousands marching in the 
Yugoslavian capital of Belgrade called for the removal of the Marxist strongman. Immediately 
after the imposition of the UN sanctions, Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali issued a 
report saying some Serbs in Bosnia were "independent actors" and "out of control," angering 
Western diplomats. 

Secret Plans on Iraq 

Bush Administration covert operations against Iraq are being expanded, and the House 

Intelligence Committee has approved $40 million for 1993 toward the overthrow of Iraqi 
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President Saddam Hussein, more than doubling the $15 million in the current budget, according 
to government officials. Among the covert methods reportedly being used are propaganda 
campaigns with radio stations, literature, and disinformation, as well as the financing of 
opposition groups. 

In the meantime, there have been complaints by investigators for the General Accounting 
Office that the Administration is delaying their probe of U.S. support for the Iraqi regime before 
Baghdad invaded Kuwait in August 1990, an investigation that some Republicans have protested 
is purely political. In a related matter, Wendell Willkie, the general counsel for the Commerce 
Department, told a congressional committee on May 29th that Commerce officials had tampered 
with the records of sales that were intended for Iraq, changes that disguised the military nature of 
the potential exports. The alterations are being investigated by the Justice Department. 

The financing of Iraq's military buildup, which led to the war for the new world order, is 
of more than partisan concern. Indeed, it would be even more intriguing if the investigation were 
expanded to sniff out the extent of Moscow's hand in strengthening Baghdad and how 
Washington covered that up as well. 

Denmark Spurns EC Union 

Fearing being absorbed into a superstate with a loss of sovereignty and Danish culture, a 
narrow majority (50.7 percent) of Danes rejected the European Community's treaty for economic 
and political unity. The treaty, signed in Maastrict in Holland last December, requires ratification 
of all EC members to take force. Opposition to the treaty has been growing in other countries as 
well, but only Ireland (with a June 18th vote) and Denmark required popular ratification. The 
French government, however, has announced that it will also hold a referendum. 

Great, Danes. Something is rotten and you smelled it. 

ANC Threats 

At the conclusion of a four-day policy conference in Johannesburg on May 31st, the 
African National Congress vowed to paralyze South Africa with strikes and demonstrations 
unless there is more progress toward majority rule. With protests starting in late June, the ANC 
agenda stipulates "the unleashing of unprecedented mass action in July if these demands are not 
met." As for violence, ANC President Nelson Mandela said: "If the government does not 
cooperate, they must be prepared for turmoil in this country." 

To ANC militants, majority rule means that they and their communist allies get the 
power. And the guns. 

Haitians Flee, Are Sent Back 

Hundreds of Haitians continue to flee their island nation daily, despite the new Bush 
Administration policy to return non-political refugees directly to their homeland rather than take 
them to the U.S. Guantanamo naval base in Cuba. Indeed, it was announced that refugee tent 
cities in Guantanamo would be phased out. President Bush has ordered that U.S. ports be closed 
to ships that trade with Haiti. The international embargo is being flouted by at least a dozen 
countries, including France and Germany, according to newly released documents. That embargo 
is hurting Haiti's poorest, a point acknowledged in a confidential cable not long ago from the 
U.S. Embassy in Port-au-Prince. 

The Haitian military junta that ousted President Jean-Bertrand Aristide last year has 
forbidden civilians from carrying handguns, citing the violence that has broken out. Meanwhile, 
a secret U.S. Navy SEAL team was said to have rescued several top-ranking members of the 
former Aristide government during a raid in March, the San Diego Union Tribune reported in 
late May, citing Pentagon sources. 
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Those who berate the U.S. for not doing more for Haitian refugees ignore a few things: 
Father Aristide, while elected, has been a proponent of "necklacing" his opponents; other 
countries simply refuse to provide sanctuary to the Haitians; the refugees could (if all they 
feared for was their lives) get to the bordering Dominican Republic much easier; the U.S. 
already has a million Haitians, about one-sixth of Haiti's population, with almost as many in 
New York as in Port-au-Prince; and, more than 9,000 Haitian political refugees have been 
accepted of late. 

"Pro-choice" Embryo Decision 

Tennessee's Supreme Court said that a divorced man had the right not to become a father, 
ruling he could prevent his onetime wife from using embryos they had conceived in a fertility 
clinic three and one-half years ago. The woman had gained custody of the embryos when a 
circuit court judge had declared that the "children in vitro" deserved protection. The erstwhile 
husband, since remarried, argued that the state could not require procreation, a position upheld 
by the Tennessee Court of Appeals. In appealing to the state supreme court, the mother asked 
that the embryos be donated to an infertile couple. The fate of the embryos remains 
undetermined. 

One can imagine the court decision had the father wanted to prevent an abortion rather 
than a birth. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION 
Victims of Hate 


Korean-Americans in LA charge the media with racial agitation 

In the arson, looting, and destruction that accompanied the recent rioting in Los Angeles, 
business people of all colors were victimized. But there is no question that Korean-American 
merchants bore a disproportionate share of the damage. According to statistics compiled by 
Radio Korea in Los Angeles, nearly 1,900 Korean-American businesses were looted or burned, 
with losses totaling almost $350 million dollars. 

K.W. Lee, editor of the Los Angeles-based Korea Times, lays much of the blame for this 
destruction and the rising black-on-Korean violence on the news media. "The mainstream 
media's ignorance and sensationalism in black-Korean coverage," says Lee, "has had a 
life-threatening impact on many fearful Koreans, contributing to the Lebanonization of the City 
of Angels, polarizing the two misunderstood groups, rather than healing and calming tensions." 

Racist Stereotyping 

Korean-Americans, says Lee, have been unfairly cast as villains in a campaign of racist 
stereotyping. "Ironically," wrote Lee in an angry May 4th editorial, "it is a growing number of 
African-American opinion leaders ... who voice this new form of racism in symbiotic alliance 
with the guilt-ridden white media. In their selective outrage, these so-called leaders have chosen 
to ignore the fact that killings, robberies, fire bombings, burglaries, gang terror, shopliftings, and 
racial threats afflict these frightened merchants routinely." 

Benedict B. Yim, an attorney who represents Korean business groups, says that 
Korean-Americans are "being falsely portrayed as exploiters of the black community." 
Korean-American merchants "didn't go into south central Los Angeles to exploit black people," 
Yim told THE NEW AMERICAN. "They went there because that was the cheapest area where 
they could afford to set up business. Far from being exploiters, says Yim, "they risk their life 
savings and their lives and work long hours providing goods and services that no one else is 
providing" to many of these high-crime, inner-city areas. Indeed, unless many of these 
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Korean-American merchants rebuild, many black and Hispanic communities will be without 
vital services for a long time. 

The anti-Korean aspect of the riots was the culmination of years of escalating violence 
against Koreans. Eui Young Yu, professor of sociology at California State University-Los 
Angeles, notes that "since January 1, 1990, at least 25 Korean-American merchants have been 
killed by non-Korean gunmen." 

This background, together with the mob violence and lack of police protection during the 
three days of rioting, led many Korean-American merchants to arm themselves to protect their 
lives and property. Even that was misrepresented. "On TV screens the scenes of armed Koreans 
defending their property were shown again and again," wrote Professor Yu in a commentary for 
the Los Angeles Times. "Some of them were seen aiming at would-be attackers. The attacking 
mobs were not shown. Why? The defenders were portrayed by the mainstream media, 
particularly KABC [the ABC network affiliate in Los Angeles], as gun-toting hoodlums. They 
just wanted to scare away the mobs." 

The belief that they are being victimized by criminals, activists, politicians, and the media 
is a charge that has been made repeatedly by Korean-Americans throughout the charred, riot-torn 
areas of Los Angeles. One doesn't have to look far to see that they have a valid point. There have 
been several highly charged black-Korean incidents, but by far the most explosive, and the one 
that continues to give rise to heated passions, is the Latasha Harlins/Soon Ja Du case. 

Sensationalized Tragedy 

On April 30th, the day after the King verdict was handed down, the Los Angeles Times 
compared the Simi Valley jury's rendering "with that of a Korean-born grocer [Mrs. Soon Ja Du] 
who recently was granted probation after being convicted in the shooting of a 15-year-old black 
girl she had accused of attempting to steal a bottle of orange juice." Similarly, Washington Post 
writer David Mills referred to Mrs. Du's shooting of "teenager Latasha Harlins in a dispute over a 
bottle of orange juice." Over and over again that line has appeared in countless printed and 
broadcast reports: Korean grocer kills black girl over bottle of orange juice. Who wouldn't be 
outraged over such an egregious injustice? 

On the morning of March 16, 1991, one day after the arraignment of four LAPD officers 
for beating Rodney King, 15-year-old Latasha Harlins was shot and killed at the Empire Liquor 
Market in south central Los Angeles. She was shot by Mrs. Soon Ja Du, who, together with her 
husband, Billy Du, and son, Joseph Du, owned and operated the market. Miss Harlins was black; 
Mrs. Du is Korean-American. Those are the bare facts. 

Like the Rodney King incident, the Harlins/Du affair was also caught on video -- by the 
store's own video security camera. Like the King video, it was replayed many times on television 
news programs. Also, like the King video, many of the replays would be edited to show only the 
dramatic shooting segment, without showing the violence that precipitated it. But, as in the 
Rodney King case, there is much that the video does not tell -- even if the entire, unedited 
version is shown. 

The Dus were experiencing about 40 shoplifting incidents a week at the Empire Market. 
Joseph Du, who usually ran the market, said that often when he would try to stop shoplifters, 
"they show me their guns." The store had been burglarized over 30 times and robbed twice. 
Joseph Du testified at his mother's trial that his life had been threatened more than 30 times, and 
that on more than 20 occasions people had come into the store and threatened to burn it down. 
The situation, said Joseph, was like "having to conduct business in a war zone." 

In December 1990, Joseph Du was robbed while working at the store. He incurred the 
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wrath of local gang members when he agreed to testify against one of the gangsters whom he 
identified as the robber. He testified at his mother's trial that on December 19, 1990, ten to 14 
black persons entered the store, threatened him, and robbed him again. Because of the escalating 
threats of violence and the increasing incidence of attacks on Korean merchants in the Los 
Angeles area, the Du family closed the store for two weeks while they tried to come up with 
some plan to placate the gangsters. 
Fatal Visit 
The store had only recently reopened when the shooting occurred. Since Joseph was a 
gang target, his mother, Soon Ja, had traded places with him and he was operating the family's 
other store in Saugus. Mrs. Du was alone in the store when Latasha Harlins and two other 
youngsters entered the premises on the fateful day of March 16th. 
Quoting from the Second District Court of Appeal's opinion: 
Defendant [Soon Ja Du] had observed many shoplifters in the store and it was her 
experience that people who were shoplifting would take the merchandise, 'place it 
inside the bra or any place the owner would not notice,' and then approach the 
counter, buy some small items and leave. 
Defendant saw Latasha enter the store, take a bottle of orange juice from 
the refrigerator, place it in her backpack and proceed to the counter .... Defendant 
concluded that Latasha was trying to steal the juice .... 
Defendant began pulling on Latasha's sweater in an attempt to retrieve the 
orange juice from the backpack. Latasha resisted and the two struggled. Latasha 
hit the defendant in the eye with her fist twice. With the second blow, defendant 
fell to the floor behind the counter, taking the backpack with her .... 
Defendant testified that she thought if she were hit one more time, she 
would die. Defendant also testified that Latasha threatened to kill her .... 
After being knocked down by a violent punch to the eye, Mrs. Du grabbed her husband's 
gun from under the counter. The court decision continued: 
As Latasha turned to leave, defendant shot her in the back of the head from 
approximately three feet, killing her instantly .... 
At defendant's trial, she testified that she had never held a gun before, did 
not know how it worked, did not remember firing the gun and did not intend to 
kill Latasha. Defendant's husband testified that he had purchased the .38-caliber 
handgun from a friend in 1981 for self-protection. He had never fired the gun, 
however, and had never taught defendant how to use it. 
A ballistics expert testified that the gun had been altered (apparently by a previous 
owner) and that the trigger pull necessary to fire the gun had been drastically reduced. 
Selective Media Coverage 
The picture most people got repeatedly from television and their newspapers was of a 
cold, heartless Korean murdering a little black child. But the tragedy of the incident is vastly 
compounded by such sensational misrepresentation. A more accurate picture might show a small, 
frightened 51-year-old immigrant woman from Korea whose family and livelihood were under 
siege from local thugs. Thievery and robbery had them on the brink of economic ruin. She was 
on medication for her nerves, which were shot from worry over death threats against her son. In 
a frightened, confused daze after suffering a violent pummeling, she grabbed a hair-trigger gun 
(that she had never used before) and pointed it at her attacker (who had just turned away). 
First and second degree murder charges were rejected. The jury convicted Mrs. Du of 
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voluntary manslaughter. After considering the circumstances, Mrs. Du's background, and the 
unlikelihood that she would commit any criminal acts, the judge gave her five years of probation. 

As in the King case, after reviewing all of the evidence, reasonable people may disagree 
on the verdict. So far, the media have kept most people from seeing the evidence. On May 11th, 
the Los Angeles Times rehashed the story, leaving out the critical part about the blows struck by 
Latasha Harlins: "As the 15-year-old walked away from the scuffle, the grocer fatally shot her in 
the back of the head." 

Are major organs of the Establishment media trying to promote racial hatred? It certainly 
looks like it. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


NATION Changing the Meaning of 
Charity 

William Aramony, the former president of United Way, made national headlines when 
his $400,000-plus salary was disclosed, causing his subsequent resignation. Since then, Aramony 
and two 'close aides have repeatedly been in the spotlight under charges of misappropriation of 
funds and breach of trust during their tenures with the organization. On April 3, 1992, the new 
management team of the beleaguered charity released a report claiming that Aramony and his 
aides had transferred more than $1 million a year to organizations under their control. 

However, the fire-storm of controversy that surrounds Aramony's high salary and 
lucrative benefits, and his handling of the organization, is not the only reason why Americans 
should take a closer look at what has been almost universally considered a reputable charity 
since its inception in 1918. 

As the largest cooperative coalition of charitable organizations in the world, United Way 
has thousands of individual and corporate sponsors that have enabled campaign receipts to top 
the $3 billion mark. These funds have been used for many worthwhile purposes. But increasingly 
in recent years, they have also been used to support causes that are less than worthy. It is United 
Way's changing view of what constitutes "charity," far more than the high salaries or 
questionable business practices of its former management, that should most alarm United Way 
donors. 

"Alternative" Funding 

United Way uses its local chapters to channel so-called "alternative" funding into the 
coffers of "nontraditional" groups that many traditionally-minded Americans vehemently oppose 
and would not give a plugged nickel to. By "nontraditional," United Way is referring to 
advocacy groups that do not provide health and human services to needy individuals, but still 
enjoy a non-profit tax status. These beneficiaries -- which often openly push leftist or anti-family 
political agendas -- include even "gay" and lesbian groups. 

What are some of the groups that receive "alternative" funding? They include the 
American Civil Liberties Union Foundation, the National Organization for Women Legal 
Defense and Education Fund, Planned Parenthood, Zero Population Growth, and the Children's 
Defense Fund. The latter organization, chaired by Bill Clinton's wife Hillary, is set up to defend 
children against their own parents in matters such as abortion, cosmetic surgery, school 
attendance, and venereal disease. 

By giving Planned Parenthood millions of dollars each year, United Way has thrust itself 
into the limelight of controversy. In many areas of the country, public opposition has been strong 
enough to force United Way chapters to decrease or eliminate contributions to Planned 
Parenthood, but United Way has steadfastly remained a staunch defender of this "family 
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planning" organization. So much so that on many occasions United Way has placed its 
tax-exempt status in danger. 

When United Way's funding of a group such as Planned Parenthood is challenged, United 
Way is quick to point out that it allows donors to either earmark contributions for specific 
organizations, or (by taking advantage of its negative designation option) specify which 
organizations are not to receive the contributions. However, even when donors specify how their 
money is to be used, their contributions can still have the effect of increasing United Way 
funding of other non-specified projects. 

George Grant explains in his book Grand Illusions that United Way has a pre-arranged 
percentage that it allocates to chosen organizations. For instance, Planned Parenthood receives a 
set percentage of the total United Way campaign receipts. Thus, the more money that United 
Way receives, the more that it gives to Planned Parenthood, regardless of how certain individual 
contributions are designated. 

If, for instance, some of the contributions are designated for purposes other than Planned 
Parenthood, United Way simply transfers to the "family planning" organization a higher 
percentage of contributions that are not so-designated in order to satisfy the pre-determined 
percentage. 

In 1989, United Way gave Planned Parenthood well over $2 million dollars, but insisted 
that none of the money funded abortion services directly. According to a United Way 
spokesman, these funds were intended for "educational and gynecological services," because 
"United Way has no policy for or against abortion." 

Regardless of the intent behind the contributions, pro-life advocates insist that the money 
given to Planned Parenthood is "fungible" in that Planned Parenthood officials possess a great 
deal of freedom in allocating the funds once they have received them. This concern is entirely 
justified. Even assuming that Planned Parenthood scrupulously allocates every dollar of United 
Way funding to "educational and gynecological services," United Way funding of these services 
still enables Planned Parenthood to use monies that otherwise would have been spent on these 
services for other parts of their operations, including their abortion "services." 

Establishment Connections 

Not surprisingly, United Way is well connected to America's power elite. Of the 32 
members on the United Way board of governors, eight are members of the Establishment's 
Council on Foreign Relations (including Interim President Kenneth W. Dam) and two are 
members of the Trilateral Commission. Because of its massive size and its ties to the 
Establishment, United Way has been able to exert a major influence on philanthropic and public 
policy. 

United Way built its reputation by funding charities like the Salvation Army and the 
American Red Cross, organizations that provide health care and human services. But United 
Way's funding policies suggest that it is willing to de-emphasize support of traditional charities 
in order to promote an exceedingly liberal political agenda. In so doing, it is helping to change 
the definition of what constitutes "charity." 

-- STEVE KROENING 


NATION Forgive and Forget 


Communism? 

On February 8, 1989, before the Soviet Union went out of existence, the FBI arrested the 
executive director of the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship and charged him with 
trying to conceal the origin of $17,000 provided to the Soviet-front group directly by Moscow. 
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This June, in a truly historic case, the Reverend Alan Craft Thompson, a Presbyterian minister, is 
scheduled to face trial in New York on those charges. It represents the first time the U.S. 
government has attempted to prove in a court of law something it has known for 70 years -- that 
the Soviet Union regularly smuggled money to communist front organizations in the United 
States. 

But some inside the same media establishment that has for years covered up Soviet active 
measures in the United States are suggesting that, since the Soviet Union is no more, the courts 
should just forget the whole thing. And, even as Russia is contemplating an indictment against 
Mikhail Gorbachev for smuggling tens of millions of dollars to international communists, some 
in the United States are advocating that even U.S. party boss Gus Hall, who collected millions of 
dollars from the Kremlin, get off scot-free. 

Bang or Whimper? 

In an April 9th Los Angeles Times article that portrayed the case against Thompson as 
something of an overreaction by the government, the reporters suggested: "The climate may be 
better for a plea-bargained settlement than a full-blown trial, according to those familiar with the 
case, and the final act of the drama may end with a whimper rather than a bang." 

"To some extent," the Los Angeles Times report said, "the Thompson case presents 
Americans with the same dilemma that has occupied East Europeans in the aftermath of four 
decades of Communist rule: Is it better to punish old tormentors, or simply to forgive and 
forget?" 

The article by staff writers Robert C. Toth and Ronald J. Ostrow made a point of saying 
that "the general pattern" in Eastern Europe has been "to prosecute the leaders and perpetrators 
of major crimes, while largely ignoring the small fry." It continued: "In the United States, the 
Bush administration must weigh whether it should take the more generous course now with 
Thompson -- and, by extension, with Hall -- of allowing history to judge and public exposure to 
punish rather than seeking jail terms or fines." 

There is one big problem with such a scenario: The misdeeds of hard-line communists 
and their friends in the U.S. have never been adequately exposed to the American people. In fact, 
the Los Angeles Times specifically and the major media in general are guilty of covering up the 
Thompson affair and the way his well-documented communist-front group was supported by top 
U.S. elected officials and a bevy of prominent Hollywood celebrities. 

The Rest of the Story 

Here is, as Paul Harvey would say, the rest of the story. In March 1988, the National 
Council of American-Soviet Friendship held star-studded fund-raising dinners in both New York 
and Los Angeles and paid tribute to its new chairman, Tony Award-winning actor and 
self-proclaimed Marxist John Randolph. Among those sponsoring the affairs or in attendance 
were: Jane Alexander, Ed Asner, Tyne Daly, Ossie Davis, Ruby Dee, Roscoe Lee Brown, John 
Houseman, Rita Moreno, James Whitmore, Paul Winfield, Dennis Weaver, Lee Grant, Linda 
Lavin, Ellen Burstyn, Jamie Lee Curtis, Patty Duke, Jack Lemmon, Howard Hesseman, Valerie 
Harper, Tony Randall, Rip Torn, Eli Wallach, Esai Morales, and Sam Waterston. 

At the Los Angeles tribute, Randolph was presented with proclamations from elected 
officials ranging from Mayor Tom Bradley to Senator Bill Bradley (D-NJ). "I'm so very pleased 
to have the opportunity to join your friends in the entertainment world and your colleagues in the 
National Council of American-Soviet Friendship in honoring you for your lifelong commitment 
to the causes of peace and justice," wrote Senator Alan Cranston (D-CA). 

Both the New York and Los Angeles city councils declared March 13, 1988 "John 
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Randolph Day." The bi-coastal tributes raised more than $25,000 for the NCASF, a group the 
State Department labeled -- along with the U.S. Peace Council -- one of the most important 
Soviet active measures used in the United States. 

Following the arrest of Thompson, the Los Angeles Times was provided with reports 
from both the FBI and the State Department that revealed the true nature of the NCASF. 
However, the paper -- along with the rest of the major media -- has never bothered to question 
the broad support the group has received from the Hollywood Left and the political 
establishment. 

Accurate History 

While the Los Angeles Times suggests that history should be the judge of such activity, 
the paper itself seems unwilling to write an accurate first draft of that history. No one, especially 
not Randolph, has been discredited by an affiliation with the NCASF. In fact, Randolph's career 
was rehabilitated by the visibility the position afforded him. He told the Communist Party, USA 
newspaper People's Daily World in 1988 that his phone wouldn't stop ringing with movie and 
television offers after his coronation as chairman of the communist front. In fact, shortly after the 
hoopla had subsided, Randolph, who had previously been seen in Prizzi's Honor, Heaven Can 
Wait, M.A.S.H. and Lou Grant, snared a leading role in the ill-fated NBC series Grand. 

And there is no evidence to suggest that Randolph, or his friends in the Communist Party 
and its front groups, are the least bit repentant about their subversive work. In an interview with 
the Los Angeles Times, Randolph called the case against Thompson a "hangover from Cold War 
mentality" and characterized it as "a frameup." 

How is history to judge collaboration with the Soviet Union if it is covered up, sanitized, 
and even disguised as humanitarian work? 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


NATION Compromising 
Our Military 

On February 18th, our nation's defense chieftains at the Pentagon circulated a classified 
document outlining their version of the U.S. military's future. There is certainly nothing wrong 
with looking ahead, especially when America's defense capability is considered. But there was 
plenty about the February document -- made public after excerpts from a leaked copy ended up 
in the New York Times in March -- to question the kind of thinking being done by the nation's 
top military leaders. 

Pentagon Paper 

Boiled down to its essence, the Pentagon document called for the United States to police 
the world. Offering discouragement, if not outright opposition, to any other nation that might try 
to become a military power, the policy statement envisioned America as the benevolent 
dominator of the planet. It even claimed the right of the U.S. to prevent the emergence of "any 
potential future competitor." 

Other nations -- Japan, the European Community, even Russia -- would not need to worry 
about defenses "to protect their legitimate interests." Uncle Sam might not take care of 
everything, the document stated, but he would "retain the preeminent responsibility for 
addressing those wrongs which threaten not only our interests, but those of our allies and friends, 
or which could seriously unsettle international relations." Even at a cost of $1.2 trillion over the 
next five years. 

Referring to the international coalition that leveled Iraq, the Pentagon planners forecast 
that future coalitions would be needed, possibly to put down a resurgence of military power in 
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the former Soviet Union where "democratic change ... is not irreversible." However, these 
international coalitions would only be "ad hoc assemblies, often not lasting beyond the crisis 
being confronted, and in many cases carrying only general agreement over the objectives to be 
accomplished." 

What's going on here? Where in the U.S. Constitution is there any authorization for the 
U.S. to be the world's policeman? Was this document a blueprint for a new role for America, or 
was it merely the military establishment's effort to protect itself from being gutted by devising a 
new role for itself? 

Surprisingly, there was no call for collective security under United Nations auspices, 
even though President Bush has repeatedly made it clear that he wants the United Nations to be 
the world's policeman. 

A Change of Tune 

Well, Pentagon officials obviously got their hands slapped. In April, a revised document 
made the rounds of the classified world before it was released in late May. The revised paper 
contained none of the language seeking to prevent potential competitors to U.S. military 
dominance. It even spelled out a hope that the cost of our nation's military could be reduced. 

But the greatest change from the February statement was the new document's stress on 
strengthening international organizations like the UN. The newer statement is widely believed to 
have received significant input from Defense Secretary Dick Cheney and Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Chairman General Colin Powell. Each holds membership in the UN-promoting Council on 
Foreign Relations. 

An Unnerving Development 

Last September, an international peacekeeping force under United Nations auspices was 
sent to mineral-rich Western Sahara to oversee a referendum on the region's political future. 
About 30 American military personnel were assigned to the force and the U.S. Treasury forked 
over $43.3 million to pay for the effort. 

But neighboring Morocco impeded the operation, even to the point of creating extremely 
harsh and sometimes dangerous conditions for the UN personnel. When news about the mission 
reached the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, its members sought testimony from Army 
Colonel Albert C. Zapanta, who recently returned from a tour as number two man in charge of 
the effort. 

The Bush Administration, however, prevented the colonel from testifying. The State 
Department pointed to UN regulations which bar officials serving with any of its missions from 
appearing before national legislatures. How's that for arrogance! 

Over the next year, the U.S. will be asked to contribute hundreds of millions of dollars to 
UN operations either underway or planned in Cambodia, Yugoslavia, El Salvador, Somalia, and 
elsewhere. The UN is in effect saying: "Send the troops and the money, but don't ask for any 
accounting about their treatment or our spending habits." 

When a person joins the U.S military, he is asked to swear an oath to support the U.S. 
Constitution. Transferring him to United Nations command and barring any report from him on 
how he is being used violates his oath and effectively subordinates the Constitution to UN 
dictates. 

The Bush Administration is determined to transfer the national sovereignty of this nation 
to the UN, and the Pentagon and State Department are supplying all the help they can. What 
really needs to be done is to get the U.S. out of the UN. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 
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This commentary is also syndicated by the John Birch Society Features. 


During the Carter Administration, a branch of the Justice Department known as the 
Office of Special Investigations (OSI) came to life. Created to track down and prosecute Nazi 
war criminals living in the United States, both it and its Justice Department parent have never 
lifted a finger to hunt down any communists who only yesterday were continuing to out-perform 
the Nazis in both the number and savagery of their crimes. 

John Demjanjuk 

In 1977, the Soviet-controlled English-language newspaper The Soviet Way identified 
Ukrainian immigrant John Demjanjuk of Cleveland as a former guard at Sobibor, a World War II 
Nazi execution camp in Poland. The article included a photo of an official-looking identification 
card bearing Demjanjuk's name and photo. OSI acted on the information supplied by the Reds to 
build a case against the retired autoworker who had lived peaceably in the United States for 35 
years. 

As the OSI case progressed, a switch was performed and Demjanjuk became identified as 
the infamous "Ivan the Terrible" from Treblinka, not Sobibor where the ID card supposedly 
placed him. After a lengthy trial in Cleveland, Federal District Judge Frank J. Battisti stripped 
Demjanjuk of his citizenship and paved the way for his extradition to Israel. 

During his appeal process, Demjanjuk's attorneys were finally allowed to examine the 
Soviet-supplied ID card, a rather germane detail they should not have been denied for so long. 
After exhaustive tests, two of America's leading document and handwriting experts concluded 
both that the card should not be considered authentic and that the photo accompanying it had 
been doctored. The lawyers also took testimony in Germany from one Heinrich Schaefer, the 
actual issuer of those World War II identification cards. Schaefer insisted that the card in 
question could not possibly have been issued to Demjanjuk. 

John Demjanjuk was extradited to Israel in 1986 and has remained in jail ever since. 
Continuing to insist that he is the victim of mistaken identity, he was nonetheless tried and 
convicted of war crimes in 1988 and sentenced to be executed. No date was ever set to carry out 
the sentence, however, and Israeli lawyer Yoram Sheftel has continued to appeal the conviction. 

In recent months, new evidence favorable to Demjanjuk has emerged from the former 
Soviet Union. It includes statements from three dozen former Treblinka guards and others that 
the "Ivan the Terrible" of Treblinka was a man named Ivan Marchenko, not Ivan "John" 
Demjanjuk. The Israeli high court is expected to rule soon on Demjanjuk's appeal. 

Meanwhile, a three-judge federal appeals court in Ohio has just ordered the reopening of 
the U.S. case against Demjanjuk. In a very unusual move, the court acted on its own initiative 
and not because of any request from either side. The judges stated that the warrant extraditing 
Demjanjuk to Israel to stand trial "may have been improvidently issued because it was based on 
erroneous information." The case falls under the jurisdiction of this appeals court because it 
denied Demjanjuk's original appeal. 

The Ohio judges even ordered the Justice Department, the initiator of the case against 
Demjanjuk, to produce evidence showing that the former Cleveland resident is not Treblinka's 
Ivan. Then they directed the Justice Department to provide a statement indicating exactly how 
long federal prosecutors have known that they had the wrong man. 
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Justice, Not Anti-Semitism 

Years ago, Republican presidential candidate Patrick Buchanan wrote several articles 
questioning the rulings in the Demjanjuk case. During his recent campaign, these columns were 
pointed to as evidence that Buchanan is an anti-Semite. I also wrote a column about the seeming 
injustice being dished out to the former Cleveland resident. For me, and from my recollection of 
Buchanan's effort for him, the matter at hand was justice and not anti-Semitic defense of Nazi 
war criminals. 

But in 1984 when I wrote about the case, I suggested that one result of the prosecution of 
this man on KGB-supplied evidence was "the potential for fostering anti-Jewish sentiments," 
especially among the ethnic Americans who saw a quiet man railroaded out of the United States 
and almost to his death. 

With their case against Demjanjuk being Treblinka's "Ivan the Terrible" collapsing, 
Israeli prosecutors are now claiming that he ought to be found guilty because he may have been a 
guard at Sobibor. Again, no hard evidence. Nor was his extradition to Israel ordered for possibly 
being at Sobibor. This kind of injustice smacks of finding a crime to fit the man. 

It would be well for our own Justice Department to cease chasing 80-year-old naturalized 
Americans for alleged participation in the crimes of Nazi Germany 50 years ago. Instead, 
attention ought to be directed toward the criminals of the former Soviet bloc who deserve 
ostracism at a minimum and prosecution for high crimes as a rule. Why hound a man who is 
likely guilty of nothing when cases against the likes of Mikhail Gorbachev, the "Butcher of 
Afghanistan," are open-and-shut? 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ Does Everything Cause Cancer? What two things do beets, bread crust, broccoli, celery, 
lettuce, milk, mustard, mushrooms, peanut butter, roast turkey, toast, and coconuts have in 
common? According to the American Council on Science and Health, these and many other 
common foods are all included in a healthy diet, and all contain higher doses of naturally 
occurring carcinogens than federal regulations allow for man-made products. Don't worry 
though, says the ACSH, there is no evidence that the naturally occurring carcinogens actually 
cause cancer. 

The point of the ACSH's pamphlet, entitled Does Nature Know Best?, was not to alarm 
people but to point out government overregulation of man-made carcinogens by comparing them 
to the levels found in nature. "Only the dose makes the poison," says the New York-based 
scientific foundation, which advises eating "a wide variety of foods to minimize the chance that 
any single carcinogen would be consumed in quantities that would overwhelm the body's natural 
ability to handle small amounts of hazardous substances with relative safety." The pamphlet, 
now revised and in its fifth printing, is available from the ACSH for $3.85 by calling (212) 
3627044. 

¢ Condom Class Action. A unique response to condom-distributing school boards is 
developing across the nation: class action lawsuits by outraged parents. The May 24th 
Washington Times cited three lawsuits that are now pending in New York City, Seattle, and the 
tiny Cape Cod town of Falmouth, Massachusetts. In those cities, parents are charging that their 
constitutionally-protected right to privacy is being violated. 

Of the three, the most interesting and ironic case is the one in Seattle, in which parents 
are claiming damages under an obscure clause in a Washington State statute on AIDS education. 
The clause, which was added for the intended purpose of protecting the sensibilities of 
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homosexuals, stipulates that AIDS education programs cannot create "aggrieved parties," and 
allows for damages to any aggrieved parties created. If the parents win the lawsuit, every family 
involved could receive $1,000 to $2,000 in damages from the state. 

¢ Self-Serving Law. Many Americans are now aware of a law that allows many longtime 
congressional incumbents to keep their unspent campaign treasuries if they retire this year. It has 
been at least part of the reason why many congressional incumbents have recently announced 
their intentions not to run for reelection. But the May 26th Washington Times pointed out a 
lesser known fact about the law: It was designed by former New Jersey Representative Frank 
Thompson, who used $24,020 of his campaign funds a decade ago for his unsuccessful legal 
defense in the Abscam corruption scandal. 

Thompson engineered a grandfathering clause into the 1979 Federal Election Campaign 
Act, which otherwise would have immediately banned the allocation of campaign funds for 
private use. Despite the fact that Thompson was able to get help for his legal defense from his 
own law, he was convicted of bribery anyway and sent to prison. 

¢ Cato Math Test. Get out your pencil. How long must a middle-class American family with a 
total annual income of $40,000 work to buy a car with a sticker price of $10,000? If your answer 
is three months, the Cato Institute's Stephen Moore would argue that you are wrong. The actual 
answer is about five and a half months, if certain taxes are taken into account. With the help of 
marketing and financial consultant George Nastas, Moore calculated the effect of federal and 
state income taxes, the social security tax, and state and local sales taxes on a $10,000 
automobile purchased by a middle income family. 

Moore and Nastas also took into account the "employer contribution" to the social 
security fund by listing what a self-employed person would have to contribute to the fund. 
(Self-employed persons have to make the employee and the employer contributions to FICA.) 

The researchers' results varied from state to state. In New Hampshire and Alaska, the 
lowest tax states, a family would have to earn $16,708 to buy that $10,000 car. In California, the 
state with the highest combination of sales and income taxes, the same self-employed family 
would have to earn $20,186 -- more than double the cost of the car! 

¢ Pushing Perot. Although H. Ross Perot is not a member of the globalist-minded Council on 
Foreign Relations, he was at least nominated to join the organization, according to the May 29th 
Wall Street Journal. "Perot's candidacy for the prestigious Council on Foreign Relations several 
years ago was seconded by ... George Bush. A Perot aide says Bush's seconding letter was 
‘lovely,' but that there aren't any plans to release the text." 

The front-page news brief did not give any more details, but the item raises some 
interesting questions. President Bush claims to have quit the CFR in 1979. If he wrote a 
nominating letter "several" years ago, what is his current relationship with the organization? 
What happened to Perot's candidacy for membership? Did Perot seek membership and fail, or 
did he turn down the membership offer? And why would Bush nominate an "outsider" like Perot 
for membership? 

¢ Yeltsin's Yodel. Free-market conservatives disagree with most of Boris Yeltsin's democratic 
socialist program, but the Russian leader's recent appraisal of Mikhail Gorbachev's message 
during his U.S. tour is on target. According to a Los Angeles Times dispatch, Yeltsin, apparently 
angry that his own visit to the U.S. did not garner as much publicity as Gorbachev's, resorted to 
publicly mockery of Gorbachev. The May 16th story said that Yeltsin, "in a squeaky, derisive 
voice, pretending to be Gorbachev," summarized Gorbachev's message as: "I am a politician of 
world caliber. Let's create a world government and make me its chairman. I am for socialism." 
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-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 
AMERICAN OPINION Crisis in 
South Africa 
WILLIAM P. HOAR 


It isn't just a black and white issue 


Mr. Hoar, a regular contributor to THE NEW AMERICAN, is author of the book Architects of 


Conspiracy: An Intriguing History. 


A lot of what passes for conventional wisdom about South Africa doesn't match the facts. 
Apartheid has been outlawed, but significant economic sanctions remain in place in the United 
States. Overt communism has been losing steam in the rest of the world but not in South Africa, 
where there are more Communist Party members than in the past 70 years; the Reds are among 
those working from within the Convention for a Democratic South Africa (CODESA). Yet, more 
publicly than ever, Pretoria's African neighbors and longtime enemies are depending on her 
economy, with food and transportation representing a short-term lifeline and a future hope, 
especially for the southern portion of the continent suffering from horrendous drought. 

And, during the very time when race doting and looting were occurring in the United 
States -- ostensibly (said apologists) due to injustice to a black man at the hands of white 
policemen (who were acquitted on most charges) -- in South Africa, a senior South African white 
policeman was sentenced to hang for causing the deaths of blacks in Natal Province in 1988. 
Four black policemen were also given long sentences in that case. Obviously the crime was 
nothing to be proud of (in fact, those killed were not the intended targets). Nevertheless, justice 
took its course, a rarity in that part of the world. So, in the aftermath of the carnage set off by the 
Rodney King verdict in California, The Citizen newspaper commented from South Africa: "Our 
advice to the United States is: Sort out your own racial problems and leave us to sort out ours. As 
L.A. has shown, you are not a great example to us." 

Leftists of course want the world run their way, and self-abnegation in matters of counsel 
for others is not their long suit. New York's Mayor David Dinkins in mid-May crowed that he 
would retain economic sanctions (which remain in about 130 states, counties, and cities) until 
Nelson Mandela of the African National Congress gives the word that they should be lifted. 
Thus, a pro-communist terrorist -- no matter how dignified his rhetoric or how sparkling the 
reviews of him in the press -is setting policy in the largest city in the United States. No, things 
are often not what they seem. Meanwhile, locals in South Africa smirked at Mayor Dinkins when 
he made a recent visit, amused at his affectation of "African" garb while those blacks with whom 
he was to meet dressed in appropriate Western clothing. How malapropos. Yet incongruity 
seems to be part of the West's African policy. 

The South African Communist Party, one of the oldest in the world, has been working 
hand-in-glove with the African National Congress for decades, an irony for a party that was 
organized in the 1920s under the slogan, "Workers of the world unite to keep South Africa 
white." While the government's tactic of releasing Nelson Mandela from prison may have had 
strategic value, why Mandela was in prison in the first place is buried with so much other 
propaganda. 

Mandela, who professes friendship with Castro, Arafat, and Qaddafi, today finds it 
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convenient to say that he is not a communist. That has not always been the case. He even 
attended meetings of the party's central committee during its revolutionary planning, and 
documents were found in his own handwriting describing himself as a communist and Marxist. 
In 1963, during a famous raid that helped ultimately to convict Mandela, other self-confessed 
communists were arrested with more than sufficient evidence to convict them of treason. Dr. 
Percy Yutar, prosecutor in Mandela's trial, whom this author interviewed in 1987, believed at 
that late date Mandela should be released for the good of the country, but insisted that the diaries 
of Mandela alone would have been enough to convict the ANC leader. And there was plenty of 
other evidence. The prosecutor had no doubt of Mandela's guilt, and Mandela's own defense 
counsel formally conceded the terrorist's guilt. 

The blueprint for revolution in South Africa, code-named Operation Mayibuye, came out 
in open court (during which Mandela admitted to insurrection and sabotage). Even the 
"production requirements" for arms was included in the evidence found in Rivonia, a suburb of 
Johannesburg, specifying the handgrenades, mines, explosives, and other necessities which 
would have been, said one expert, "sufficient to blow up a town as extensive as Johannesburg." 

One 18-page document, written in Mandela's hand and entitled, "Dialectical 
Materialism," specified: 

The people of South Africa, led by the South African Communist Party, will destroy 

capitalist society and build in its place socialism .... The transition from capitalism 

to socialism and the liberation of the working class from the yoke cannot be 

effected by slow changes or by reforms as reactionaries and liberals often advise, 

but by revolution. One must therefore be a revolutionary and not a reformist. 

ANC-SACP Connections 

Indicative of the supportive nature of the ANC and the South African Communist Party, 
by 1985 (when both organizations were still officially banned) all but seven of the 30 members 
of the ANC's National Executive Committee were either members or active supporters of the 
SACP. The longtime secretary-general of the SACP, Lithuanian-born Joe Slovo, was also chief 
of staff of the Umkhonto we Sizwe (a.k.a., MK or Spear of the Nation), the military arm (read 
terrorist wing) of the ANC. Chris Hani, the former MK chief of staff, has recently replaced the 
ailing Comrade Slovo as secretary-general of the South African Communist Party. 

A while back, Comrade Hani and Winnie Mandela, both clad in battle fatigues, 
celebrated the 30th anniversary of MK, complete with clenched fist salutes and the raising of the 
ANC flag -- although accomplishing the latter only with some difficulty. According to the 
Sunday Star of Johannesburg, "It took five minutes for three of [the goosestepping troops] to 
untie a stubborn knot around the ANC flag. When it was finally hoisted, alongside that of the SA 
Communist Party, it flew just above half-mast." 

As nasty as the Red revolution and terror have been in South Africa, the real damage is 
being accomplished with propaganda. If you don't think so, keep in mind that probably even a 
vague student of history of the region has heard of the police "atrocity" in Sharpeville in March 
1960 when 69 were killed. (Perhaps 5,000 protesters surrounded 300 police, in what turned out 
to be part of a nationwide plot to cripple industry and bring about mass arrests.) Then think of 
when you last heard about how, just as the whites have long dominated in South Africa, the taller 
Tutsis have dominated their countrymen in Burundi. Where are the economic sanctions against 
Burundi? Or doesn't it count if blacks commit atrocities against blacks? Then ask: Did anyone 
hear about the 30,000 or so Oromo people demonstrating in Ethiopia in March of this year? Was 
there any international outcry when the armed forces of the Ethiopian People's Revolutionary 
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Democratic Front fired on the crowd, wounding more than 300 and killing 92? Of course not. 
Double standard? Of course. 
Keeping the Pressure On 

Nobody likes taxes, and the increased VAT (Value-Added Tax) imposed last year helped 
bring about more chaos, as police were hit with bottles, and vandalism and theft were rampant -- 
all supposedly part of a tax protest. Indeed, one radical group blamed it all on another, more 
radical, outfit whose supporters shouted: "One settler, one bullet." According to the executive 
director of the South African Institute of Race Relations, during November's stay-away, those 
living in Soweto were threatened with death if they didn't take part. Vehicles with loudspeakers 
carried the grim message that, if they did not participate, people would be "hacked to death" and 
have their houses burned down. 

That gets your attention in Soweto. But not if you depend on American network news for 
information about international events. It's all in the selection. Leftists in the pro-ANC Human 
Rights Commission are quick to focus on any ANC member who meets with violence. John 
Kane-Berman of the Sunday Times in Johannesburg noted that the commission "records the 
names of 10 members of the ANC, SACP, and Umkhonto we Sizwe assassinated in a four-month 
period [in 1991], but omits the names of 12 people that the IFP [Inkatha Freedom Party, the 
Zulu-based rival to the ANC] says were assassinated in the same period. It refers to 44 attempted 
assassinations of mainly ANC and ANC-associated people, but makes no mention of 84 violent 
attacks on black local councillors." 

And how about the 1,650 bomb and gun attacks against police? A survey of the political 
violence made by the South African police shows that most attacks were perpetrated by ANC 
members or supporters. When only the aggressor was identified, an overwhelming 86 percent of 
the incidents were carried out by the ANC or its supporters. 

Radical black leaders have meanwhile kept up the call for nationalization and 
destabilization. Nelson Mandela, for example, attacks big business with regularity, and says that 
his brand of nationalization would benefit small business at the expense of monopoly capitalism. 
The truth is, unfortunately, that there is far too much statism in the South African economy; 
Mandela, however, does not have the right answers. 

Nor does COSATU (Congress of South African Trade Unions). While saying that it 
forsakes the communists (only three percent support them), a full 67 percent of COSATU 
members recently surveyed felt that nationalization is the solution to South Africa's economic 
problems. 

At the eighth congress of the South African Communist Party, Party Chairman Joe Slovo 
managed to defend socialism with a straight face, and claimed that what was being buried in 
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union was not true socialism. "We remained absolutely 
convinced that, despite some of the horrors of Stalinism [which, needless to say, the SACP 
supported], it is socialism and only socialism which can, in the end, assure every individual and 
humanity as a whole of freedom in its true meaning." 

There are, as in all popular front operations, those who are not communists. The Reds 
intend to use such people in the ANC. As SACP central committee member Jeremy Cronin 
acknowledged in Business Day: "Whether we will merge with the ANC or whether there will be 
a compact of forces, one does not really know. But as a relatively small party we cannot make 
the socialist revolution alone." 


Currently, South Africa supplies more than 60 percent of the continent's electricity and about 
20 percent of the entire gross domestic product; it produces 35 percent of the world's gold and 
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more than 80 percent of its platinum. Such an output would not last long under any communists 
who have ever walked this globe. 

In the context of the region, Pretoria rules over a colossus, as the Economic Review 
pointed out in October 1991: 

South Africa contributes 75 percent of the total GNP of southern Africa, and 57 percent 

of the total GNP of southern and eastern Africa combined. Its per capita GDP is 

almost seven times that of the average for the 10 SADCC [Southern African 

Development Coordination Conference] countries, and seven-and-a-half times 

greater than that of the average for the SADCC/PTA [Preferential Trade Area] 

countries combined. 

African Locomotive 

With the largest economy on the continent, South Africa is trying to establish itself as one 
of "four locomotives of Africa," along with Egypt, Nigeria, and Kenya. As in other areas of the 
world, the trappings of regionalism as a precursor to a new world order have been on the radar 
screen for some time. Pretoria is the linchpin. The 19-nation PTA (ranging from Ethiopia to the 
SADCC countries) hasn't been doing much business; during the last two years, trade among 
those countries fell from 6 percent to 4.6 percent. The SADCC regional grouping, established as 
an alternative to South Africa, is now warning (as it did in an internal report in January) that its 
members must determine whether "it will be South Africa that joins SADCC, or SADCC that 
joins South Africa." 

In addition, there is a special customs union including South Africa and neighboring 
Lesotho, Botswana, Swaziland, and Namibia which, as the Washington Post has reported, "some 
experts predict will become the basis for the region's economic integration. [Foreign Minister 
Roelof] Botha has proposed that the 11 nations of southern Africa form a joint economic trading 
bloc modeled after the European Community." 

After having lived in a pariah state, many South Africans find the possibility of becoming 
pan of any international grouping very attractive. Once a nation is ensnared, however, it is hard 
for it to get out. Consider what South Africa has done as an outcast. David Ottaway continues in 
the Post: "South Africa dominates the road, rail, communications, banking and electrical power 
systems of the region from southern Zaire and Angola to the Cape. South African trade with 
black Africa grew by 40 percent in 1989 and 20 percent more in both 1990 and 1991. Officially, 
South African exports to Africa last year reached $1.75 billion, but officials say the real figure is 
probably twice that amount when secret trade deals are added." The clandestine trade is only a 
secret to the public; South African government officials have been known to open their records 
to show businessmen how much trade has been going on for years with hypocritical neighbors, 
who themselves obviously know they have been trading with hated Pretoria. 

While South Africa stands apart from the crowd on the continent, one must not forget 
how poor that crowd is compared to the rest of the developed world. Professor P.H. Spies of the 
Institute for Futures Research points out that southern Africa is larger in area than Eastern and 
Western Europe together, but nonetheless has an economy that is about 54 percent that of 
Switzerland's. Michael Christie, director of the Washington office of the independent South 
Africa Foundation, offers a further slant in noting that his country's economy is about equal to 
that of the state of Maryland, despite the fact that South Africa has 40 million people, and 
Maryland has about 4.5 million -- which is less than the number of unemployed in South Africa. 
The so-called "frontline" nations bordering South Africa -- all six combined -- have an economy 
that is not as large as West Virginia's, one of the poorest states in the U.S. 
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Killing Potential 

Envy remains a powerful weapon. For this reason the African National Congress, in its 
guidelines released in April, still talks about expropriation of white farms and more money for 
poor blacks through redistribution of wealth. Western sanctions have meanwhile hurt those they 
ostensibly were supposed to help, the blacks lowest on the economic ladder. 

State and municipal sanctions in the United States, observes Michael Christie of the 
South Africa Foundation, remain a barrier to economic recovery and "will have a greater impact 
upon the coming black government in South Africa than upon the existing white government. 
Unemployment in SA now exceeds 40 percent. More than five million South Africans are 
currently unemployed or seriously underemployed. This figure is rising rapidly. Every day, 
nearly 1,000 people join the job market, and only one in every 10 of them can now find a job. 
We are approaching a time when there will be more unemployed in South Africa than 
employed." This unemployment rate, by way of comparison, is almost twice the rate in the U.S. 
during the worst days of the Great Depression. 

While the bloom may still be on the rose for ANC leader Mandela, a wide variety of 
opinion in South Africa express impatience with his muddled messages. The Pretoria News, for 
instance, has remarked: 

On the one hand, he says that sanctions should not be lifted yet. On the other, he tells 

everyone he meets -- apart from Mr. Bush, he has spoken to World Bank 

president Lewis Preston and a gathering of chief executives from America's top 

500 corporations -- that his country desperately needs massive injections of 

foreign investment. The obvious consequence of this is that if we do not get it, 

South African people will suffer. By implication, however, Mr. Mandela is 

prepared to let this suffering continue so that the ANC may control the process in 

the dealings ahead. 

This is the way a revolutionist works. Mandela, reports The Citizen, "has acknowledged 
the tremendous harm that sanctions have caused the blacks of this country, but he is not big 
enough to say: Lift sanctions now. All he will say is: Keep sanctions and invest once more when 
an interim government is in force. No wonder there is cynicism among American businessmen. 
The very organisation that forced them to leave South Africa now wants them back -- but not 
until it gives them the nod." 

Revolutionists trim sails when necessary. Thus, during a World Economic Forum 
meeting in Davos, Switzerland not long ago, Comrade Mandela remarked: "We can get into 
serious problems if the image we project is that of a country which is not prepared to honor the 
debts and obligations undertaken by the previous government." Even the International Monetary 
Fund has been wary of the artless redistribution talk, causing the Sunday Times to comment 
caustically: "Confusion, contradiction, uncertainty. If it continues, the only things left to 
redistribute may well be Mr. Mandela's red Mercedes and Mrs. Mandela's wardrobe." 

When Mandela returned from meeting with some of the Swiss gnomes, and after 
conferring with an ANC working committee, he told a Soweto press conference that he had 
difficulty in selling a nationalization policy. Theft has that impact. "The hostility toward 
nationalization could be cut with a knife," complained Mandela. "I was unable to persuade 
industrial leaders nationalization was no threat to their investments." We cannot, he observed, 
"ignore their perceptions." Perception is reality, in other words. So perhaps they will have to lie 
for a while to such folks. 


The ANC spin-control folks seem to be running low on the uncontrollable Winnie Mandela, 
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erstwhile saint and currently estranged wife of the ANC leader. Gone are the days when the 
newborn children on the Bill Cosby TV show were lovingly named "Winnie" and "Nelson." 
While Winnie was sold outside the country in years past, South Africans knew she was saying 
things to her Sowetan neighbors such as: "Burn the cars and schools, bum everything down. 
Everything which belongs to the whites must be burnt." On another occasion, she warned: "We 
work in kitchens, in white homes, we rear their children, we can kill them anytime we like." That 
didn't mean she was above killing blacks, as she explicitly promoted the gruesome "necklacing" 
of so-called collaborators, engulfing them in flaming tires and gasoline. On videotape, Winnie 
Mandela declared in 1986: "Together, hand in hand, with our boxes of matches and necklaces, 
we shall liberate this country." 

Terrorist Friend 

A longtime friend of communists at home and abroad, Mrs. Mandela has also maintained 
a close relationship with the ANC's terrorist arm and its younger and more radical members. In 
April, for example, she showed up at the funeral of several ANC members, vowing that the 
Spear of the Nation would never be disbanded, and calling it "the future democratic army of this 
country." Her role has proven useful to the ANC, which has been able to hold out Nelson as the 
"moderate" while using Winnie as the attraction for the more militant. 

For her part, Winnie Mandela's reputation for sexual promiscuity and intoxication 
became a growing embarrassment -- first while her husband was in jail, but even later after he 
was released. It came out that the once worshipped "Mother of the Nation" was a vicious abuser 
of children (and adults). Convicted last May and sentenced to six years in prison for kidnapping 
and accessory to a 1988 assault of four boys (one of whom turned up beaten to death), she is, for 
the present, free pending appeal. 

Mrs. Mandela, 57, housed the thugs of the "Mandela United Football Club," who helped 
do in 14-year-old Stompie Sepei. A former bodyguard of hers was convicted of murder. New 
evidence and testimony from her driver (who recanted earlier testimony made in fear of his life) 
indicates that Winnie ordered the young men abducted, actually took part in beating them, and 
instructed the driver to "dump" the dead boy's bloody body. 

Justice is a rather rare occurrence when the ANC is involved. One of Winnie Mandela's 
co-defendants turned up in Zambia, saying he had been kidnapped by the ANC before the trial. 
Yet another codefendant now says she lied to protect Winnie. Moreover, in April the Christian 
Science Monitor and Southam News of Canada broke the story that Winnie had also ordered the 
death of Dr. Abu-Bakar Asvat, who had examined the young men, refused to support Mrs. 
Mandela's story, and was found shot to death in 1989. In the minds of many in the ANC, 
commented Winnie's biographer Emma Gilbey, "she became a liability. Flaunting a lover 29 
years her junior, she has been seen drunk, often disorderly." The change is not in her behavior, 
which has been known for some time, but in the public criticism. 

After Nelson Mandela was forced to announce their separation, Winnie went through the 
motions of resigning as head of the ANC's Department of Social Welfare, but she has not been 
able to stem the criticism, even from within the ANC. In late May came more reports, said the 
Washington Post, that the ANC 

is investigating her for alleged misuse of many thousands of dollars from its Department of 

Social Welfare .... The money, according to newspaper reports, was believed to 

have been used last year on first-class air travel to the United States and top-flight 

hotel accommodations for [Winnie] Mandela and a companion, 25-year-old 

lawyer Dali Mpofu. The ANC Department of Information and Publicity ... denied 
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that they suspected Mandela of wrongdoing, accusing newspapers of "an orgy of 

allegations and speculation." But the original leak came from inside the ANC. 

Mandela herself issued a statement ... denying that ANC money was used for the 

1991 trip, during which she and Mpofu crossed the Atlantic on a Concorde, 

stayed in connecting rooms at a luxury hotel, and shared a cabin at Dionne 

Warwick's estate. 

Endemic Violence 

With all these juicy doings ongoing, somewhat lost in the shuffle has been Nelson 
Mandela's call for a United Nations or Organization of African Unity international peacekeeping 
force against township violence -- which brings to mind the international UN force called to the 
Congo in the 1960s. Indeed, Foreign Minister "Pik" Botha remarked in late April that the 
government would welcome a fact-finding mission (though no foreign control) by the OAU. 

The violence is real enough -- with more than 11,000 people killed since 1984. Some 
townships average 50 violent crimes per week, reports Khehla Shubane in Current History, who 
also notes what unemployment has done (not to mention -- and he doesn't -- the fact that the 
ANC deliberately kept youths from school to add to their revolutionary fodder). Such 
unemployment, however, made "available young men for employment as 'conflict entrepreneurs' 
-- that is, armed thugs -- in the black townships." 

Violence begets violence. Nobody ever thought the Zulus would sit idly by to be 
attacked, and the Inkatha movement has had its share of blood on its hands, as well as having 
been hurt politically by the revelation that government funds had once gone to them. (Of course, 
the ANC was being supported by communists and others around the world; but perception that 
Pretoria had bought and paid for Inkatha has been the recent story.) There have been rightwing 
incidents as well, most recently involving a bombing by one of the more "moderate" Members of 
Parliament (a promoter of negotiations in CODESA), who in early May admitted helping to 
bomb a formerly all-white school that was admitting blacks. 

The murder convictions of five policemen, including a senior white officer, is but one of 
several scandals to hurt the South African government during the midst of the CODESA 
negotiations. This case and its attempted cover-up, said the Sunday Times, seemed to confirm a 
belief that the police were the mysterious "Third Force" that has been operating "everywhere in 
this season of slaughter and atrocity." 

Then in May, a document was published in a radical newspaper, a document that 
appeared to be an official order, dating back to 1985 -- seemingly signed by a general who is 
now chief of military intelligence -- which authorized the killing of three black activists, two of 
whom were later found stabbed, shot, and their bodies burned to hide their identities. 

Also in May, a report surfaced from the government which, said The Economist, "spoke 
of corruption and theft on a grand scale, implying that millions of rand designated for projects in 
black areas had ended up in government pockets, Calls rang out for the resignation of Gerrit 
Viljoen, minister of development from 1984 to 1989, now a confidant of Mr. de Klerk and, 
despite the exhaustion that has made him give up his post as the government's chief negotiator, 
still a cabinet member." 

One gets a sense of the atmosphere in South Africa that caused Natal Province Supreme 
Court Judge J.M. Didcott to charge, in an April 30th speech at Johannesburg's University of 
Witwatersrand, that "the South African Police commit well-planned murders and crime." 


While foreign relations seem to be moving in Pretoria's direction (according to the Foreign 
Ministry, it has established formal relations with 19 African nations and unofficial relations with 
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all of the remaining African countries), jockeying for future domestic power-sharing continues. 
Since the ANC and the ruling National Party have different ideas in mind about how long an 
interim government should be in place, President de Klerk's call for a rotating presidency of such 
an interim body (which likely would have meant the first black president in South African 
history) was not acceptable to most other parties. 

Mandela, for his part, refuses to disband the Spear of the Nation until an interim 
government is installed. Some conservatives want to negotiate; others do not. There is a sizeable 
faction pressing for a separate white state, an idea that seems doomed. 

Inkatha didn't like the rotating presidency (which de Klerk has since backed away from), 
but it does favor (as does the government) regional representation in a future government, with a 
senate as well as another legislative body, rather than just winner-take-all. 

Jostling for Power 

Minority rights and protections are more important to the white minority than to the 
ANG, which thinks that it has the votes to work its will. Threats are commonplace amid the 
jostling. COSATU, the biggest trade union in the country, says that this will be the "last May 
Day under apartheid rule," ignoring the fact that apartheid has been outlawed. Sam Shilowa, 
COSATU's deputy secretary-general, told a May Day rally that unless President de Klerk "agrees 
to an interim government by June and makes a clear commitment for constituent assembly 
elections by the end of the year he will see a general strike never before experienced." 

While progress on several fronts has been reached within the Convention for a 
Democratic South Africa, some of the progress is illusory. Consensus, you see, is supposed to be 
reached within the various working groups and the ANC has proven itself adept at doing some 
brow-beating while other delegates sit back seemingly without an agenda. Guidelines and a code 
of conduct for the media are just one example, as the ANC has expressed support for bringing in 
its so-called Radio Freedom into the picture to set up community radio stations, which they see 
as the most significant media in the future. Again, Lenin would have approved. 

As used to be the signal in the Nixon Administration, "Watch what we do, not what we 
say." Similarly, one should be cautious about putting credence in such statements such as that 
made in mid-May by "Pik" Botha, who charged the "ANC-cum-communist Marxist school" with 
trying to grab power. Consider that within a week of that charge, South Africa's generals had 
begun talks with the ANC on how to establish a post-apartheid army that would include former 
ANC guerrillas. Foxes in chicken houses would not be so lucky. 

Many of the oratorical bombasts are as ritualistically choreographed as Kabuki 
movements. Brian Pottinger of the Sunday Times observed that the ANC and National Party 
have pressure from, respectively, groups like the Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) and the 
Azanian Peoples' Organization (Azapo) on the one hand and, on the other hand, the right-wing 
parties and Inkatha. Pottinger predicts: "The ANC and NP, the central political stream [how the 
center has moved!], will no doubt respond to the pressure by ducking and weaving: berating each 
other publicly when necessary to soothe their respective constituencies, and compromising in 
private." 

Keep this in mind when next you hear how one side says the examples set by America's 
Founding Fathers are its goal. Meanwhile, real communism is said to be the object of the 
opposing side. Yet, they all expect to agree on a compromise. You can't get to all those places 
from here. 


The Country That Is South Africa: A Mixture of Many Worlds 
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In the area that has become South Africa, bushmen with their Stone-Age lifestyle and 
Hottentots were the first inhabitants. There is some dispute among ethnologists as to how far 
south the Negroid peoples had migrated by the 17th century when Europeans arrived in numbers. 
As for whites, in 1488 Bartholomeu Dias discovered what came to be called the Cape of Good 
Hope; Vasco da Gama reached Natal on Christmas in 1497; and Portuguese ships sailed the Cape 
for more than a century. A rival of Portugal's royal monopoly, the Dutch East India Company, 
settled at the Cape in 1652 to establish a provisioning station for its fleets. 

To put matters into some perspective, at this time (c. 1652) Harvard College had been 
recently granted a charter; chandeliers and mirrors were being manufactured near Venice in 
Murano; the first tea was drunk in England; Rembrandt had painted "Girl with a Broom"; the 
first opera house was opened in Vienna; and the minuet was in fashion at the French court. The 
blacks near the region known today as South Africa, who were illiterate, had not yet been 
introduced to the wheel. 

A Clash of Cultures 

The Bantu peoples first met whites at the Great Fish River in 1770, and there were 
subsequently fought (beginning in 1779) a series of frontier wars. European developments led to 
the British seizing of the Cape Colony, which became a British possession in 1814. The Boer 
farmers were anglicized, and slaves, the basis of the region's economy, were freed. A great trek 
to the north resulted (about 10 percent of the Boers of the Cape Colony took to ox wagons), with 
the eventual establishment by the Voortrekkers (pioneers) of Transvaal and the Orange Free 
State. After 1850, Natal became an English-speaking colony, with a large black population, and 
indentured Indians were first used to work the sugar plantations -- resulting in two British 
republics and two Boer ones. (Europeans became busy drawing lines on African maps at the 
1884 Berlin Conference, often with little regard for tribal or other designations.) Diamonds, gold, 
and imperialism -- with the aggressively ambitious plans of Alfred Milner and Cecil Rhodes 
adding to the mix -- all added up to eventual war. 

When the 1899-1902 Anglo-Boer War ended, virtually every Boer farmstead had been 
burned and some 26,000 Boer women and children had died in the British concentration camps. 
The victorious British established the Union of South Africa. 

In 1948, the separate development of the races, which had been unofficially in place in 
the first days of the Union of South Africa, was formally instituted -- hence, the term apartheid, 
Afrikaans for "the state of being apart." The Republic of South Africa was established in 1961 
and withdrew from the British Commonwealth. Bantustans, and eventually the ostensibly 
self-governing "Homelands," were established though not recognized internationally. States of 
emergency were called in the 1980s, due to protests over racial policies, with the situation being 
exacerbated by communists, terrorists, and internationalists of various stripes. Pass laws were 
ended in 1986; the bans on the African National Congress, Communist Party, and others were 
lifted in 1990; ANC leader Nelson Mandela was released from prison shortly thereafter; the 
apartheid laws, such as those governing housing and population race classifications, were 
scrapped in the summer of 1991; and President Bush announced that most U.S. economic 
sanctions would be lifted. 

A Land of Diversity 

In the country that is South Africa, which is twice the size of Texas and about five times 
as large as Britain, reside a range of peoples, usually divided by categories into black, white, 
colored, and Asian. Yet this does not really tell the whole story of South Africa's diversity. For 
example, of the eleven major language groups, not one is spoken by a majority of South 
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Africans. 

South African blacks have four major language groups -- Ngune, Sotho, Tsonga, and 
Venda. Whites are about 55 percent Afrikaans-speaking, with English-speaking the next most 
prevalent, then small groups of Portuguese, Germans, Dutch, Greeks, and Italians. The colored -- 
or mixed-race -- population is more than three million, lives largely in the Cape, and is 
subdivided into Griquas and Cape Malays. Almost all of the Asians are Indians, but there is a 
small Chinese population resulting from the days when the British imported Chinese laborers. In 
short, South Africa is not black and white: The population groups include Zulu, white, colored, 
North Sotho, Xhosa, South Sotho, Tswana, Shangaan-Tsonga, Swazi, Asian, South Ndebele, and 
Venda. 

Seemingly similar population groups may have hatreds going back centuries. The Xhosas 
in Ciskei and Transkei, for instance, have strongly resisted being grouped together. Not 
surprisingly, tribal traditions among many blacks are a far cry from the "democratic" ways of the 
West; winning and losing by elections is alien in a system where a hereditary chief (after whom a 
tribe is named) will be set over lesser chiefs, who each control a group of headmen who oversee 
groups of families. 

On the other hand, the colored and Asian populations have had a longer history of 
Western voting ways. Under the 1983 Constitution Act, South Africa's Parliament is made up of 
the (white) House of Assembly, the (Asian) House of Delegates, and the (colored) House of 
Representatives. Several years ago, this author recalls eating in the integrated restaurant of the 
House of Representatives with a prominent colored parliamentarian, being served by a white 
waiter. Such occurrences of racial harmony, as have been taking place in Parliament for some 
time, don't make mainstream press accounts since they don't fit the accepted prejudiced views. 

The various self-governing territories (with Bophuthatswana being a possible exception) 
seem destined to fairly rapid reincorporation into the Republic of South Africa under the current 
CODESA negotiations. Nevertheless, it is instructive to note how much larger in population, say, 
KwaZulu or Transkei is compared to various other independent countries, including Mongolia, 
Liberia, Iceland, Cyprus, Bahrain, or the Bahamas. 

South Africa guards the Cape route around which approximately 60 percent of Europe's 
oil is transported, as well as 20 percent of that going to the United States, plus a quarter of the 
food to Europe. A rarity on the continent, South Africa is virtually self-supporting in food, and is 
a major exporter of foodstuffs. More than 80 percent of its mineral production is exported as 
well, 

In short, South Africa is a prize -- exactly why there has been so much fuss over one 
subtropical country. 


-- W.P.H. 


The following statements were made by Nelson Mandela: 

In our country the struggle of the oppressed masses is led by the South African 
Communist Party and inspired by its policies .... Under a Communist Party government, South 
Africa will become a land of milk and honey. 

-- A document in Mandela's own handwriting, recovered 
during a raid on a Communist Party headquarters on July 
11, 1963 and presented as evidence at Mandela's trial in 
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1964 

No dedicated ANC [African National Congress] member will ever heed a call to break 
with the SACP [South African Communist Party]. We regard such a demand as a purely divisive 
government strategy. It is in fact a call on us to commit suicide. 

Which man of honor will ever desert a lifelong friend at the instance of a common 
opponent and still retain a measure of credibility among his people? Which opponent will ever 
trust such a treacherous freedom fighter? Yet this is what the government is, in effect, asking us 
to do -- to desert our faithful allies. We will not fall into that trap. 

-- July 1989 Letter from prison to South African President 
P.W. Botha 

The nationalization of the mines, banks and monopoly industries is the policy of the ANC 
and a change or modification of our views in this regard is inconceivable. 

-- January 1990 Statement from prison 

I salute the South African Communist Party for its sterling contribution to the struggle for 
democracy. You have survived forty years of unrelenting persecution .... 

I salute General Secretary [of the South African Communist Party] Joe Slovo, one of our 
finest patriots. We are heartened by the fact that the alliance between ourselves and the party 
remains as strong as it always was. 

-- February 11, 1990 Speech in Cape Town the day of his 
release from prison 

Much debate has been sparked off by the ANC policies on the economy relating to 
nationalization and the redistribution of wealth. We believe that apartheid has created a heinous 
system of exploitation in which a racist minority monopolizes economic wealth while the vast 
majority of oppressed black people are condemned to poverty. 

South Africa is a rich country. It is the labor of black workers that has built the cities, 
roads, and factories we see. They cannot be excluded from sharing this wealth. 

--February 13, 1990 Speech at Soweto homecoming rally 

[Communist-ruled] Angola, as you know, has also been our main military base, 
especially from 1976. In 1976 a generation of students and youth poured out of South Africa -- in 
particular out of Soweto -- in order to receive military training to free their country by force of 
arms. 

The ANC brought these young people into Angola to receive military training. This was 
indeed a major turning point in the history of South Africa. Because as a result of the generous 
support we received from the government and the people of Angola, these young men were able 
to train and then to intensify the armed struggle in our country. 

The progress we have made in our armed struggle is owed largely to Angola. Angola 
allowed us not only to receive arms from friendly countries abroad, but also allowed us to 
establish camps and gave us the freedom to train our soldiers and to impress upon them our 
standards, values, and necessary discipline. This enabled us to improve the quality of training, 
which resulted in the rapid development of our struggle .... 

We also pay tribute to the people's republic of Cuba and to Comrade Fidel Castro. In size, 
the people's republic of Cuba is a small country. It is not as wealthy as the old industrial 
countries of the world. But there is one thing where that country stands head and shoulders above 
most of the countries of the world: it is its love of human rights and of freedom. 

-- May 10, 1990 Speech at a rally 
in Luanda, Angola 
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We still believe that there must be further discussion of the issue of nationalization of 
assets that might at the moment be privately owned. The ANC has no blueprint that decrees that 
these or other assets will be nationalized, or that such nationalization would take this or the other 
form. But we do say that this option should also be part of the ongoing debate, subject to critical 
analysis as any other and viewed in the context of the realities of South African society. It should 
not be ruled out of the court of discussion simply because of previous bad experience or because 
of a theological commitment to the principle of private property. 

-- May 23, 1990 Address to South African business 
executives 

As you know, there's a great deal of concern over our policy of nationalization. And I 
explained to [President George Bush] once again, as I did last year, that we are in favor of a 
market economy. We are in favor of the system of free enterprise. But we feel it is important for 
a measure of state intervention in order to redress the glaring economic imbalances in our 
country. 

And I went further to say that the whole question of nationalization was determined when 
we published our basic policy document, the Freedom Charter, way back in 1955, that since then 
perceptions have changed about nationalization. And although this still remains our official 
policy, we are looking into the question and are discussing with business people in our country 
and outside to look for an alternative because we realize the importance of ensuring investors 
that they have nothing to fear from investing in our country. 

-- December 5, 1991 Following a meeting with President 
Bush 
(The Freedom Charter, which, as Mandela indicated, remains the official policy of the African 
National Congress, proclaims: "The mineral wealth beneath the soil, the banks and monopoly 
industry shall be transferred to the ownership of the people as a whole.") 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Our Cultural 
Self-Destruction 

The Path to National Suicide: An Essay on Immigration and Multiculturalism, by 
Lawrence Auster, Monterey, VA: American Immigration Control Foundation, 1990, 90 pages, 
paperback, $3.00. 

Let us assume that you and I, dear reader, have devised a stratagem to subvert the 
American Republic and establish a socialistic despotism. Among other things, we would break 
down all of the concepts of morality and honesty which the founders of this nation insisted were 
essential to the survival of freedom. We would make ignorance as universal as possible, 
especially in fields such as religion, philosophy, and history. We would supplant governance by 
law with a broad-based democracy in which the whims and fears of the mob (manipulated by a 
socialist-minded mass media) would be the ultimate arbiters of government policy and of civil 
and criminal justice. 

Universal Nation 

Finally, inasmuch as systems of government and ways of life are based on the cultural 
inheritance of specific peoples, we would replace the majority European culture, which 
developed the notions of individualism and liberty on which this country was built, with a new 
majority made up of an amalgam of virtually every culture on earth. We would make America 
the "universal nation." In doing this we would also place emphasis on cultures without a tradition 
of freedom and encourage the immigration of those whose traditions are rooted in centuries of 
paternalistic and tyrannical rule. As a bonus, we could count on the absence of homogeneity and 
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of a common language, of a religious base, and of set values to produce ongoing cultural friction 
and strife that would further justify our planned departure from constitutional rule. 

This final objective -- the elimination of European predominance in the United States -- 
would be the final guarantor of our victory and the guarantor, as well, that the American people 
could never return to their previous way of life, since they would no longer be the same people. 
That you and I would enter into such a scheme is, of course, fantastic. The events just described, 
however, are not so fantastic, particularly as they touch on the question of immigration. 

The impact on America of present immigration policies and the erosion of the traditional 
way of life that must be the inevitable consequence of those policies are, Lawrence Auster 
argues, as dangerous as any threats that we, as a nation and a people, have ever faced. This is so 
because current policy favors Third World immigration (both legal and illegal) and that, in turn, 
is feeding a phenomenon known as "multiculturalism." 

Subtleties of Our Heritage 

Before 1965, non-Europeans came to this country in relatively small numbers and were 
able, by and large, successfully to assimilate. Immigrants were expected to adopt the English 
language as their primary means of communication outside of the home and to adopt American 
customs in such matters as mode of dress and standards of hygiene. Most importantly, because of 
their small numbers, they were able to acquire some understanding of American history and the 
American political system, so that they could identify with their adopted country and With 
American heroes such as Washington, Jefferson, Madison, Lincoln, and so forth. 

However, this process no longer works, in part because of gigantic multitudes of Third 
World immigrants now flooding our shores. Non-Europeans in such numbers cannot be 
assimilated and, even in the best of circumstances, cannot absorb the subtleties and nuances of 
our heritage. 

What are some of these subtleties and nuances? Auster cites several. They include, 
among others, that people should be free from external control; that individuals should be 
self-reliant and that local government should have a large measure of independence; that those 
accused in court be considered innocent until proven guilty and that they be protected against 
self-incrimination; that the tradition of loyal opposition govern the relationship between various 
political factions; that freedom of speech remain a bedrock principle; and, lastly, that traditions 
of honesty and fair play regulate the relationships between individuals. 

This list is by no means comprehensive and many other things might also be mentioned, 
but the point is nonetheless valid. Most of these concepts are either utterly unknown or poorly 
understood throughout the Third World, even in more prosperous countries. Some are found 
almost exclusively in English-speaking nations. It is clear, then, that the enormous tidal wave of 
Third World immigrants, along with multicultural madness, will soon overwhelm the most basic 
framework on which the United States was created. The linguistic, legal, religious, moral, 
cultural, and political aspects of our heritage will be transformed and altered totally and 
permanently. 

Multicultural Dreamworld 

What, exactly, is multiculturalism? The author deals with this question brilliantly. Like 
all liberals, the multiculturalist lives in a dreamworld of his own creation. With astonishing 
insolence, he insists that all cultures are equally enriching and valuable to the American 
experience and that all must be given equal treatment in this country. None, say multiculturalists, 
is superior in any respect to any other. 

Let us consider, for example, a recent report issued by the New York State Commissioner 
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of Education. This document demands that the American majority change its ways drastically 
because otherwise it "cannot counteract deeply rooted racist traditions in American culture [or] 
reverse long established and entrenched policies and practices of that dominant culture." Since 
this dominant European culture has "a terribly damaging effect on the psyche of young people of 
African, Asian, Latino, and Native American descent," school children must be inculcated with 
propaganda about the equality of all cultures and school curricula must promote the preposterous 
idea that even the most primitive of these cultures is as important in its contribution to our 
civilization as that of England and Europe. 

Young people must also be taught, according to this report, certain "facts" about 
American history. They must learn, for instance, that during the American Revolution blacks 
fought "strictly for freedom" while whites fought only to "protect their economic interests." Is it 
any wonder that Martin Luther King is now honored with a national holiday, while George 
Washington is not? Auster writes: 

Multiculturalism should be understood as an attempt ... to tear down, discredit and 

destroy the shared story that has made us a people and impose on us a different 

story which tells us our civilization and past history are essentially evil. The goal, 

to put it brutally, is the creation of compliant citizens of a new social order, whose 

feelings towards the pre-1965 America and its heroes (to the extent that they 

know anything about them at all) will be contempt, guilt or indifference. 

One should be cautioned against supposing that what we have just considered represents 
the ravings of wild-eyed fringe groups. The author shows that many of the aforementioned 
distortions and absurdities are already being taught in some school districts and in colleges and 
universities. Though wild-eyed it definitely is, multiculturalism has Establishment support 
through the lavishly financed programs of the National Endowment for the Arts, the Rockefeller 
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, and other tax-supported and tax-exempt organizations. 

Instrument of Terror 

Yet another sobering chapter in Auster's book is entitled, "On the Meaning of Racism." In 
the contemporary political lexicon the term "racism," the author states, no longer possesses a 
specific meaning. Rather, he says, "it has become an instrument of thought control -- even of 
terror." To be accused of racism today is analogous to the accusation, in past ages, of witchcraft. 
In either case, it is nearly impossible to prove one's innocence. Moreover, the mere accusation of 
racism is often sufficient to stifle debate and destroy careers. 

"Racism" is a relatively new word in the English language. In liberal parlance, only 
people of European ancestry (and, occasionally, certain Asian individuals) can be racists. By 
definition, "people of color" cannot be racists. They are always victims of, and strugglers against, 
racism. And so we see that "racism" is less a term with an objective meaning than a bludgeon 
carefully crafted to threaten and paralyze the majority and render it incapable of preventing its 
own destruction. And destruction is precisely the multiculturalist goal. 

Auster relates that multiculturalists see all Americans of European descent, and American 
society in general, as inherently racist. For this reason, according to their view, America can only 
redeem itself when it ceases to exist -- that is, when its European-based civilization, and the 
European majority that created and fostered that civilization, have disappeared forever. 

The Path to National Suicide is as compelling and powerful in its arguments as it is 
frightening in some of the information it presents. It is published in an inexpensive format that 
allows for wide circulation. In the opinion of this writer, Lawrence Auster has produced one of 
those landmark works that can change the course of history -- if it is read and its message heeded 
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promptly. 
-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


Cost of Regulation 

In the May issue of The American Legion, an interview with political scientist James Q. 
Wilson sheds some light on the effects of government regulation. 

"It is very difficult to strike the right balance between useful and necessary regulation on 
the one hand and preserving economic freedom and keeping governmental costs down on the 
other," Wilson states. "I think the chief lesson We've learned in the past 15 or 20 years is that the 
balance has swung too far in the direction of regulation...." 

Government officials are often oblivious to the results of their regulatory decrees. "The 
most important single piece of advice I can give the public," says Wilson, "is to remember that 
there is no such thing as a free regulation. We all want clean air. We all want safe drinking water. 
We all want to enjoy open spaces for hunting and fishing. Yet all these things cost money. So 
when we put demands on our legislator to preserve this or to preserve that, try to think about the 
cost." (American Legion, 5561 W. 74th Street, Indianapolis, Indiana 46268, $12) 

Virtual Vice 

New Age watchdog Tal Brooke, in the April issue of the SCP Newsletter, considers the 
social effects of a 3-D video-game technique called "Virtual Reality." Wearing a high-tech 
helmet, a player can literally enter a computer-produced world in which he is a participant. Great 
fun. But what next? 

Says Brooke: "Virtual reality is beyond any movie because the participant is thrown in 
the middle of a fictive landscape and can see three dimensionally, and hear, while he moves 
about. Tactile sensation is not far away." 

Imagine players scanning images of people they hate into the computer world. Wish 
fulfillments could become 3-D nightmares. Adolescent minds could control their victims. "He 
might start out by shooting her," Brook envisions. "Later on he might put her in the middle of the 
Tower of London or a voodoo ceremony, and so on. Johnny could eventually develop strange 
new tastes along the lines of Ted Bundy and other serial killers, especially after the pornography 
industry gets hold of this power." 

Up until now, reality has put a check on human imagination. Now whatever a man can 
imagine can become electronically real. (Spiritual Counterfeits Project, Box 4308, Berkeley, CA 
94704, $15) 

Feel the Earth Move 

Humor columnist Dave Barry, writing in the Spring issue of Government Wastewatch, 
discovered some government waste that is no laughing matter. Brace yourself. The U.S. 
government is building a $30 million "moving sidewalk" in Altoona, Pennsylvania. Barry writes, 
"With the federal deficit running at several hundred billion dollars per year, Congress passed a 
transportation bill that, according to news reports, includes $30 million for ‘high tech' sidewalks." 

Barry then comments on the problem of pork-barrel spending: "See, when the U.S. 
GOVERNMENT spends money, it creates jobs; whereas when money is left in the hands of 
TAXPAYERS, God only knows what they do with it. Bake it into pies, probably. Anything to 
avoid creating jobs." (Citizens Against Government Waste, 1301 Connecticut Avenue NW, Suite 
400, Washington, DC 20036) 

The Bad News 
In a CATO Institute Briefing Paper, dated -- appropriately -- April 15th, George Nastas 
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and Stephen Moore address the lamentable question: "How Much Do You Really Pay in Taxes?" 
Their answer: a lot. 

"In 1960 middle-income Americans paid less than 30 percent of their earnings in local, 
state, and federal taxes; today that figure is up to 40 percent," Nastas and Moore write. The 
authors have tried to make the tax bite understandable by calculating "how much additional 
income middle-income workers must earn to purchase various goods and services." For instance: 
"An average-middle income worker with earnings of $34,000 must earn $17,038 to purchase a 
$10,000 car" -- $10,000 for the car and $7,038 for taxes. "In an average-tax state the amount of 
earnings needed to pay for a $1,500 computer is $2,568. A self-employed worker needs $2,748." 

The writers point out that for self-employed workers and for people living in high-tax 
states like New York and California, "the true price of goods is roughly twice the retail price at 
the store." (CATO Institute, 224 Second Street SE, Washington, DC 20003) 

The Good News 

All the news isn't gloomy. The May issue of the AFA Journal reports that Town and 
Country Food Stores, headquartered in San Angelo, Texas, have "pulled pornography from all of 
their 134 stores." The memo going to all stores reads: "Effective upon receipt of this letter, we 
will no longer sell or offer for sale Playboy, Penthouse, Playgirl or any of the specials coming 
from these titles." Prayers and protests work. (American Family Association, Drawer 2440, 
Tupelo, MS 38803, $15) 

-- JAMES L. SAUER 


EDUCATION Kids Are Not 
Government-Issued 

"My children are God-given, not government-issued!" This statement is 
typical of Shirley Adamson of Oakland, Maine, who continues home-schooling her children 
while being badgered by Maine's Department of Education. Shirley represents a truly American 
spirit in standing up for her God-given rights in spite of unrelenting state-sanctioned adversity. 

Shirley is a single working mother of Brian, age 12, and Kristen, age nine. She has raised 
her children alone for the past nine years while working night shifts as a nurse at a local hospital. 
Shirley acts as her own attorney and has won major legal battles during almost five years of 
court contests with the Oakland School District. 

Protecting Her Children 

"According to the Bible, I am responsible." Shirley says. "Where does the state think it 
gets jurisdiction over my children?" Determined to provide the best education for her children, 
Shirley uses a prepared home-school curriculum, which she supplements with her own lessons in 
woodworking and nature. Shirley's goal is to protect her children from the humanist 
indoctrination of the public school system. "Brian and Kristen will never set foot in a public 
school, if I have my way." she says. 

The entire Adamson family was born and raised in Oakland, a sleepy little Maine river 
town. Her now-deceased father worked as a mill hand in a local factory, and Shirley's mother, 
Louise, lives down the road a few houses from where Shirley is restoring an old home. Louise 
not only provides loving support, but takes care of her grandchildren while Shirley works and 
carries on her running battle with the state. 

The Adamson family's home-school battle started when Shirley sought permission from 
the Oakland School District to home-school Brian, who was just turning seven. The district 
denied her permission, and since then Shirley has been charged with habitual truancy as she 
continues to teach her children at home. 
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Untold numbers of complaints and motions have been hand-served against Shirley by 
numerous marshals and deputies. Hearings have been held in court before seven different district 
and superior court judges. Yet Shirley has won round after round; and, so far, her 
home-schooling has continued without interruption. 

Major court battles, however, are ongoing. The district attorney is currently asking the 
district court judge to fine Shirley $1,000 per day and punish her with jail time. The district 
attorney's office says that each victory by Shirley is just "another bump in the road" until she is 
forced into compliance with the orders from Maine's Department of Education. The assistant 
district attorney, who is handling the state's case, argues that Shirley "should be put in jail," and 
court files reveal that the state's intention is indeed to jail Shirley and remove her children from 
their home. 

Business as Usual 

Fortunately, Shirley's children are, for the most part, oblivious to the court battles. Brian 
enjoys woodworking and Kristen practices piano and helps Shirley remodel the house. Through 
it all, the Adamson children have remained happy, well adjusted, and firmly grounded in the 
Christian values Shirley maintains would be challenged in a public-school setting. 

Observers of Shirley's ongoing battle marvel at her fierce determination and the strong 
spirit of family loyalty she is instilling in her children. "We are just honoring Christian principles 
rather than arbitrary state-imposed orders," says Shirley. This same determination and 
faithfulness to eternal values caused inhabitants of the Massachusetts Bay Colony to declare over 
200 years ago: 

Resistance to tyranny becomes the Christian and social duty of each individual .... 

Continue steadfast, and with a proper sense of your dependance on God, nobly 

defend those rights which heaven gave, and no man ought to take from us. 

The Maine Department of Education does not have any claim over the Adamson children. 
All of us -- Shirley, Brian, and Kristen included -- have certain rights which must remain 
unalienable. Shirley summarized it by saying, "Contrary to what the state thinks, God alone is in 
control." 

-- STAN JONES 


ECONOMICS Who Owns the 
National Debt? 

Back in the early 1960s, when Keynesianism was deemed the undisputed school of 
economics by both academia and the Washington bureaucracy, anyone who dared criticize 
deficit spending was often dismissed with a wave of the hand and a "don't worry, we owe it to 
ourselves" retort. That cliche, as we shall see, is literally true, but it says little about how deficits 
affect the capital markets and the economy in general. 

Conservatives have recognized that deficits do matter. But many conservatives have 
erroneously assumed that most of the debt, and hence most of the interest payments on that debt, 
went back into the Federal Reserve system. While partially true, this view substantially 
overstates the case and does little to explain the various effects large deficits might have on the 
economy and the financial markets. 

It is important to know who owns the federal debt. On occasion much of the new 
indebtedness has been purchased by the Federal Reserve system and monetized. When this 
happens, the monetized debt expands bank reserves, and, if loan demand from the private sector 
is robust, can cause a sharp growth in the money supply, leading to inflationary problems. 
However, the new debt can cause contraction rather than inflation if most of it is purchased by 
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private investors. Money spent by an investor or by an institution like an insurance company on a 
Treasury Bond can no longer be used to purchase a corporate bond, a municipal bond, or a 
certificate of deposit. The result may be what economists call "crowding out" and usually results 
in higher interest rates, a slower rate of loan formations, and slower economic growth. Thus, 
shifts in federal debt ownership can be an indicator of whether monetary policy is inflationary or 
contractionary. Interestingly, the percentage of federal debt held by the Fed has been declining in 
recent years. 

The funded debt of the United States is slightly over $3.7 trillion. This includes all forms 
of Treasury debt, including some special varieties of non-trading securities held by federal trusts 
and agencies, and marketable securities held by foreigners and private investors (both individual 
and institutional). Over the past three years, the entire debt has grown by about 41 percent. 
Federal agencies have bought a lot of this new debt, increasing their holdings by a whopping 67 
percent. Private investors have increased their holdings by 31 percent, and foreigners have 
increased their holdings by 29 percent. Interestingly, the smallest part of the national debt pie is 
that portion owned by the Fed (see the chart), which increased its holdings over the same period 
by only 13 percent. In short, most of the debt has been sold to government trust funds (like social 
security) and private holders, with the Fed monetizing relatively little during the past few years. 

The annual interest payments on this debt is now about $300 billion per year, exceeding 
even the cost of defense. Most of this interest goes to private holders and the smallest amount 
goes to the Federal Reserve. For this reason, if the U.S. government ever declared a moratorium 
on interest payments or defaulted on principal payments, the bulk of the losses would be borne 
by the public, not by the Fed. Losses would fall mostly on government trust funds and private 
investors, both individual and institutional. (This fact may surprise some observers, both here 
and abroad. Understand, we are not defending the Fed's murky origins or its mishandling of the 
economy. We are simply pointing out that the commonly held view that the interest on the 
national debt goes to the Fed and its stockholders simply is not true.) 

Recent trends indicate that the Fed is beginning to buy more Treasury Bonds. This in turn 
creates more bank reserves. But as James Grant of Grant's Interest Observer says, it takes a 
private/public partnership to create inflation. The Fed has to buy bonds, thereby creating bank 
reserves, and, if those reserves are then loaned out by the banks, that can create growth in the 
money supply. Grant says that the main indicator of Fed monetization (known as Federal 
Reserve credit) has grown at an annual rate of 16 percent the last three months, and is now 10 
percent more than a year ago. This indicates that aggressive monetization is now taking place. 
The public side of the partnership has taken steps to reinflate. But while the Fed is supplying 
massive reserves to the banking system, bankers for the most part are not lending. Consequently, 
money supply growth remains subdued. Bankers seem unsure that a recovery is underway and 
seem to prefer the purchase of safe short-term Treasury Bonds to taking the business risks of 
extending a loan. 

The lag time between loan creation, money supply expansion, and a noticeable increase 
in the consumer price level has often been between six months and 18 months. Right now it 
appears that we are in the early stages of re-inflation. We will need to see loan demand surge and 
substantial increases in monetary measures (M2 and M3) before a new inflationary trend can be 
confirmed. 

What is safe to say for now is that if loan demand does increase, the dry kindling for the 
next inflationary conflagration has been gathered and is in place. All that is needed is a spark, a 
breeze, and a confirmation to fan the flames. 
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-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


BUSINESS REPORT 


The Joe Camel Controversy 

In March, Surgeon General Antonia Novello stated that R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Company's (RJR) "Old Joe" cartoon ads encourage children to smoke Camel cigarettes. She 
urged RJR to "voluntarily discontinue" the use of "Old Joe" in advertisements. Meanwhile, in 
Europe, EC health ministers are working toward a total ban on all forms of tobacco advertising. 
Many American anti-smoking groups would like to see a similar advertising ban enacted in the 
U.S. Thus, "Old Joe" has become the focus of a new, broader anti-tobacco advertising push. 

The attack on "Old Joe" and RJR is more than just the work of the zealous and 
self-righteous anti-smoking lobby. It is part of a broader anti-advertising, anti-capitalist 
campaign that has been waged by socialists for decades. The anti-capitalist tends to see all 
advertising as shrill, wasteful, crass, noisy, exploitive, and inherently deceptive. Thus, in theory, 
many free-market critics support a total ban on all forms of "business propaganda." Instead of 
advertising, these ideological critics favor "consumer instruction" by impartial experts such as 
public educators, the objective media, cooperatives, and consumer groups. 

When this general anti-advertising ideological bias is applied to the politically incorrect 
tobacco industry, and when it is mixed with an appeal to "protect our children," self-styled 
do-gooders are able to take the media-created moral high ground. As a result, "Old Joe" and 
market freedom stand nearly helpless in the court of public opinion. 

It is ridiculous to think that businessmen -- including RJR executives -- could 
propagandize consumers (of any age) into buying a product. In a free market, the consumer is not 
defenseless to "high-pressure" advertising. If this were true, product quality and price would not 
matter. Austrian economist Ludwig von Mises wrote, "The restriction of the right of 
businessmen to advertise their products would restrict the freedom of the consumers to spend 
their income according to their own wants and desires." 

In a free market, consumers have free will and an almost infinite number of choices. "Old 
Joe" is a case of freedom and choice. If R JR wants to keep using "Old Joe" to promote it's 
product, it should be free to do so. The government has no right or duty to intervene. Meanwhile, 
if they choose, consumers and parents have the duty and the right to just walk away! 

E-Zones Return 

The recent riots in Los Angeles have brought a circa 1980 supply-side idea up from the 
ash heap. In recent weeks, the Bush Administration, desperately seeking conservative-sounding 
solutions to inner city problems, has paraded HUD Secretary Jack F. Kemp and his Enterprise 
Zone idea onto center stage. 

The Enterprise Zone concept seeks to rejuvenate desolate inner city areas by giving 
companies that locate in these areas tax abatements and regulatory relief. Repeated Reagan 
Administration efforts to enact Enterprise Zones on the federal level were unsuccessful. 
However, since 1982, 38 states have created more than 600 Enterprise Zones. 

But experience has shown that Enterprise Zones on the state and local level have at least 
three major problems. First, tax incentives alone are not enough to offset the higher inner city 
costs of insurance, security, and shortages of skilled labor. Second, Enterprise-Zone companies 
have encountered serious infrastructure and transportation problems in inner city areas. Third, 
tax abatements and regulatory relief tend to come with hiring and mobility strings attached. In 
practice, Enterprise Zones have been highly politicized. Thus, many business owners have found 
that by locating in Enterprise Zones, they exchange one form of red tape for another. 
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If increased economic freedom would work to restore a specific devastated inner city area 
such as LA, why stop at a few little government-sanctioned zones? Why not deregulate the 
whole market? Why not free up the entire economy? Why not slash taxes and red tape over the 
whole nation? Why not a national Enterprise Zone? 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


PROFILE Who Wants a Balanced 
Budget? 
Representative Amory Houghton record clashes with his rhetoric 

In a recent newspaper column, Representative Amory Houghton, Jr., (R-NY) asserted 
that, in the wake of the House check-kiting scandal, the time was ripe to have each candidate for 
election (or reelection) to the House sign the following pledge: 

I, as a candidate for high public office, do solemnly swear that if elected to the House of 

Representatives my top priority will be to balance the budget. This will be done 

within five years. If I fail to accomplish my goal and in the process fail to 

convince my associates to follow suit, I will not run for another term. This is how 

strongly I feel about our country's financial plight. 

Rather than speculate about his performance during the next five years, many of 
Houghton's constituents are possibly wondering if he could not have done much more to 
"balance the budget" during his five-plus years in the House to date. On numerous occasions, for 
instance, he has voted to raise the national debt ceiling in order to allow the government to go 
deeper in debt. In 1990, he was one of only five Republicans in the House to vote against the 
proposed constitutional amendment to balance the federal budget. 

Houghton has also voted for many of the spending programs that have run up the large 
deficits plaguing America. He has, for instance, been a fervent advocate of foreign aid, even 
though a country drowning in red ink can hardly afford to give money away to other nations. 
Most recently, he voted on March 31st of this year to fund foreign aid at a rate exceeding $15 
billion annually. And in a letter dated February 12, 1992, he declared his intention "to support 
President Bush's request for $620 million in new aid to the former USSR." 

Nevertheless, during a "town meeting" with constituents on March 14th, Houghton 
asserted that the "most important thing" to be done "is to stop spending ourselves to oblivion! 
We must get the deficit down in order for progress to be possible." 

Biography in Brief 

Amory Houghton, Jr. was born on August 7, 1926 in Corning, New York. He served in 
the Marine Corps (1945-46) and earned a masters degree from Harvard Business School (1952). 
He joined the family business, Corning, Inc. (then called Corning Glass Works), in 1951 as an 
accountant, became its president a decade later, its board chairman in 1964, and chairman of its 
executive committee in 1986. According to the Capitol Hill newspaper Roll Call, he is presently 
the wealthiest member of Congress, with a financial-disclosure form listing a fortune of $420 
million. 

The Houghton family has run Corning, Inc. for generations. Amo Houghton's father was 
Corning's CEO before serving as ambassador to France under President Eisenhower. The 
congressman's grandfather served two terms in the House and was ambassador to both Germany 
(under President Harding) and Great Britain (under President Coolidge). As The Almanac of 
American Politics 1992 notes, the "Houghtons are not just rich folks in a small town, they are 
charter members of the American Establishment." 

In 1986, Houghton was on the verge of retiring from business to become a missionary in 
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Africa, when Democratic Representative Stan Lundine, who had represented New York's 34th 
District since 1976, was tapped to be Governor Mario Cuomo's lieutenant governor. Houghton 
opted to run for the vacant seat and was elected with 60 percent of the vote. 

During his six years in the House, Houghton has compiled an average rating of 39 
percent in THE NEW AMERICAN'S "Conservative Index." His score for the most recent Index, 
published in January of this year, was 15 percent -- seven points less than that tallied by 
Representative Bernard Sanders (I-VT), the House's only self-avowed socialist. Representative 
Houghton sits on the Budget and Foreign Affairs Committees and the Select Committee on 
Aging. 

Ignoring Persecution 

In September 1987, the State Department issued a report documenting "the systematic 
repression" of the Ukrainian Catholic Church in the USSR, asserting that during the Soviet 
Union's 70 years of "deliberate attack on religion, no institution has suffered more" than that 
church. In April 1988, long before the dismantling of the oppressive Soviet government, 
Houghton journeyed to the Soviet Union, where he presented an engraved Steuben crystal cross 
to Patriarch Pimen, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, to mark the 1,000th anniversary of the 
introduction of Christianity into the area of the Soviet Union. 

Father George Lukachyk, pastor of two Ukrainian Catholic congregations in New York 
state, vigorously opposed the presentation on grounds that the Russian Orthodox Church was a 
tool of the Soviet government. Noting that the official "religion" of the Soviet Union was 
atheism and the Russian Orthodox Church was compromised by communist pressure and 
influence, Father Lukachyk urged Houghton to instead deliver to Patriarch Pimen a copy of the 
congressional Joint Resolution, which Houghton had himself co-sponsored, deploring the Soviet 
government's active persecution of religious believers in the Ukraine and discouraging official 
participation by the U.S. government in the millennium ceremonies until the harassment and 
imprisonment of persons for their religious beliefs was terminated. 

Houghton, ignored the pastor's pleas and presented the crystal cross to Patriarch Pimen 
on April 4, 1988. He refused to also give him a copy of the congressional resolution, contending 
that it "would have been entirely inappropriate." 

World Government Advocate 

On March 6, 1991, shortly after Iraq's crushing defeat in the Persian Gulf War, Houghton 
told reporters that the U.S. should "pass the baton" as world policeman to the United Nations. 
The UN, he urged, should be transformed "from being a debating society into a responsive 
government." 

The U.S. goal, he asserted, should be to "make sure we buttress and cajole the U.N. into 
assuming the responsibility it was set up to do." Clearly, Representative Houghton has aligned 
himself with those who favor the establishment of a new world order dominated by the United 
Nations, which is today, as it has been since its inception, hostile to the concepts of limited 
government and the free market. 

Legislative Record 

During his March 14th "town meeting," Houghton told those assembled, "Politicians 
shouldn't become 'noodlers' in the economy. They must let the system work." Yet, in one 
instance after another, he has voted for legislation that has hamstrung the economy while 
undermining small business. 

In 1990, for instance, he voted for the Americans with Disabilities Act. Purposely vague 
provisions must now be clarified by an army of federal regulators, courts, and juries at enormous 
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expense to taxpayers and the private sector. In order to comply, businesses of all sizes will be 
forced to spend (collectively) many billions of dollars, but large businesses will be better able to 
absorb the additional costs than smaller ones. As a consequence, small-business competition with 
large firms (such as Corning, Inc.) will likely diminish as the smaller firms collapse under the 
financial strain. 

In the name of enhancing "civil rights," Houghton voted for the Civil Rights Act of 1991, 
which reversed nine Supreme Court decisions that had made it more difficult for workers to file 
lawsuits claiming that an employment practice unintentionally discriminated against a class of 
people. The Act shifts the burden of proving disparate-impact discrimination from the employee 
to the employer, in effect making the employer guilty until proven innocent. 

Houghton has also backed the major environmental measures (Clean Air Act, Clean 
Water Act, Endangered Species Act, etc.) that have destroyed jobs, run up the federal deficit, 
eroded private property rights, and greatly expanded the reach and power of government in the 
lives of Americans. The Bush Administration estimates that the annual cost of environmental 
regulation is now about $175 billion annually, or some $1,700 for every taxpayer. 

In early 1989, a tremendous public outcry forced the House to forego a planned 
automatic 51 percent congressional pay increase. Houghton joined those who voted against the 
raise on that occasion, but later in the year, when taxpayer wrath had somewhat calmed, he voted 
for legislation granting House members a pay raise of nearly 40 percent. 

Houghton has also voted to fund abortions with tax dollars, both at home and abroad. He 
has, for instance, opposed attempts to de-fund abortions in the District of Columbia; voted to 
reverse existing U.S. policy by allowing the Agency for International Development to fund 
foreign non-governmental organizations that provide abortions or abortion counseling; and voted 
to allow economic foreign aid to be given to agencies and programs that support or participate in 
forced abortion or involuntary sterilization (including the United Nations Fund for Population 
Activities, which fortifies Red China's abortionist regime). 

Representative Houghton has also voted to fund the National Endowment for the Arts, 
which grants money for projects entailing pornography and obscenity too graphic and gross to 
describe here. On October 11, 1990, for instance, he opposed an amendment to prohibit the NEA 
from funding (among other things) child pornography, obscenity, or even material already 
prohibited from broadcast under FCC definitions of indecency. The amendment would also have 
prohibited federal funding of works denigrating the beliefs or objects of a religion, and works 
denigrating an individual on the basis of race, sex, handicap, or national origin. 

It is important to bear in mind that the issue was not censorship, but whether or not tax 
dollars should be expended on "art" that many taxpayers would find offensive. Houghton, who 
claims that he wants to cut the deficit and balance the budget, sided with his colleagues who 
support such irresponsible and unconstitutional expenditures of tax money. 

*K * * 

Earlier this year, in condemning conservative commentator Pat Buchanan's challenge to 
President Bush, Representative Houghton asserted that the "soul of the [Republican] party is the 
middle ground, not the extremes." In November, 34th District voters will have an opportunity to 
let him know whether or not they think his "middle ground" record points to meaningful 
solutions to the economic, fiscal, political, social, and moral woes plaguing the nation. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Meet the Real 
Oliver Stone 
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Like no other filmmaker of his time, Oliver Stone has been vilified by the political Left 
and Right. He has been ripped by the Right for pandering to the homosexual crowd, and lashed 
by the Left for making crude comments to female journalists. 

Stone denounces the media establishment at every turn, but, as one of the hottest directors 
in Hollywood, is indeed very much a part of the media establishment -- one of an elite group of 
filmmakers who can virtually make any picture he wants. 

Some of his harshest critics have called him a Marxist. But, though Marxists might find 
much to cheer about in Stone's cinematic condemnations of capitalism, patriotism, and the 
military, the common denominator in his most successful work is anti-Americanism rather than 
pro-socialism. 

His Own Words 

Besides seeing his movies, the best way one may understand the world of this 
self-described "anarchist" is through his own words. The December 1987 issue of American 
Film magazine contained one of the first insightful interviews with the up-and-coming director. 
It was conducted by leftist columnist Alexander Cockburn, who talked to Stone about his plans 
for a film that, incidentally, was never made. Stone began: "My next movie is called 'Contra' 
because the word symbolizes 'against.' It's not just about contras. It's about America being 
against everything that's progressive." 

Having warmed up sufficiently, Stone then hit his stride in a hateful tirade against this 
nation: 

I'm so depressed by the power of a few ignorant [expletive] to determine the course of a 

political debate on Central America -- Jesse Helms, Jack Kemp, Robert Dole, 

Reagan, Bush -- this whole Mafia of cold warriors that has existed since my birth. 

I'm beginning to think that the only solution is a war that involves Americans, 

because it's the only way this country is going to wake up to what is really going 

on down there. I think America has to bleed. I think the corpses have to pile up. I 

think American boys have to die again. Let the mothers weep and mourn. Let the 

mothers [expletive] wake up to what's going on. Because they don't give a 

[expletive] about the 100,000 Guatemalans that got killed because of our 

technology, but when an American kid dies in Honduras, they're going to get 

upset. 

A Healthy Mind? 

Perhaps the most revealing insight into Stone's twisted perspective is his own description 
of what constitutes a "healthy" mind. In an article appearing in the January 1989 issue of Vanity 
Fair, Stone told interviewer Ron Rosenbaum: "Well, it's obvious, I'll probably be very boring to 
you, but [also] considerate, generous, humble, merciful ... and probably with a good sense of 
attention, and a balance between the darkness and the light...." 

Rosenbaum explained what transpired next: "Something happened as soon as he 
introduced the word 'darkness' into the flow. It was in the context of 'a balance between the 
darkness and the light,' but suddenly the balance was tipped, and he began to explicate what he 
meant by the darkness. He started talking about life being conflict, ‘continual conflict going on 
all the time. It's a raging sea, it's a raging...."" 

Here is how Stone's discussion of the "healthy" mind proceeded: 

It's a war! It's a battle every day .... If you were God looking down, what you would see 

would probably blow your mind out .... It's like one acid trip to the millionth 

degree. I mean, there's murders going on now, there's fish eating each other in the 
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sea, there's pythons, there's anacondas swarming in the depths of some Brazilian 

river. There's a mugging, there's a rape, there's a guy dying, there's a woman 

dying. Tortures! Eyeballs being pulled out in Guatemala probably right now as we 

speak. Babies are dying, babies are being born .... It's all a war. It's raging. This 

woman putting lipstick on at the next table -- where does that lipstick come from? 

I mean, what got mashed up to make that lipstick?... There's a war, a 

psychological war all around us. 

And make no mistake about it. These apparently disjointed ramblings are the result of 
some serious contemplation by Stone, who admitted that he had been undergoing psychotherapy 
to deal with the explosive anger in his personality. Once vehemently anti-psychiatric, he now 
points with pride to an award he received for Platoon from an association of psychotherapists. 

It is hard to tell what the therapists saw as commendable in that blanket condemnation of 
the role of American GIs in Vietnam. But thank God for Stone's personal catharsis. For the man 
who dropped out of Yale University to Volunteer for a tour of Vietnam disclosed that he once 
had the potential to develop into something even more destructive than the Oliver Stone we 
know today. It was in the Vanity Fair interview that Stone revealed how he could have been 
another Lee Harvey Oswald. And all those demons apparently have yet to be purged. 

"There are times he gives the impression of itching to pick up a gun again," wrote 
Rosenbaum. "When he talks about how he favors the summary execution of the Salvadoran 
general staff, for instance." Said Stone: "It's a military Mafia down there [in El Salvador]. They 
ought to shoot every one of those Salvadoran officers tomorrow! Put 'em up against the wall and 
shoot 'em." 

More Anti-War Agitprop 

In the Vanity Fair interview, Stone also discussed a movie he was just beginning to work 
on at the time -- Born on the Fourth of July, a film loosely based on the autobiography of 
dissident Vietnam vet Ron Kovic. Apparently Stone didn't think he made his point about 
Vietnam strongly enough in Platoon. "A lot of right-wing films were made with the idea being 
that our boys did a great job -- aren't they wonderful?" Stone ranted. "Letters Home' -- with no 
sense of the fact that the war was morally corrupt from the get-go. It's not enough to say that the 
boys fought well. That's not what it's about. The war stank! It was wrong because our foreign 
policy was wrong. Because we had no integrity in the way we fought. And we lost because we 
were morally corrupt .... We deserved to lose!" 

Such rantings are popular fodder for TV talk shows and they no doubt help to hype 
Stone's movie releases. Not surprisingly, the liberal media was abuzz over Born on the Fourth 
of July when it first came out. Tom Cruise, the young actor who portrayed the wheelchair-bound 
Kovic, made the cover of Time magazine. NBC's Today show scheduled a five-part series on the 
film. And interviews with Stone, Kovic, and others associated with the picture were featured in 
just about every major newspaper, magazine, and entertainment program. 

In one of the more interesting interviews conducted in early 1990, Stone shocked even 
some his greatest admirers in Hollywood. "The vandals are at the gate," he told the Los Angeles 
Times. "We have a fascist security state running this country .... Orwell did happen. But it's so 
subtle that no one noticed. If I were George Bush, I'd shoot myself. Existentially, there's no hope. 
His soul is dead." 

Oliver Stone is symbolic of his industry. He is contemptuous of the country and of the 
system that not only tolerates his well-crafted anti-American propaganda films, but permits him 
to profit immensely from them. Hollywood, with its well-documented port-side tilt, has even 
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honored Stone's disrespect and ingratitude. The question is: How many more insults will the 
American public tolerate from him? 
-- JOSEPH FARAH 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Prime-Time 
Values 

Vice President Dan Quayle's recent evaluation of television character Murphy Brown as a 
poor example for young women to follow understandably provoked the derisive hostility of the 
Establishment media opinion cartel. Mr. Quayle also found himself abandoned by the 
election-obsessed Bush Administration, which dutifully invokes traditional family values even as 
it cuddles with the institutionalized counterculture. 

Murphy Brown is an acerbic female reporter who hosts a television news and 
entertainment program called FYI. Murphy is the creation of actress Candice Bergen and 
executive producer Diane English. Just as Murphy's fictional television program blends news and 
entertainment, the Murphy Brown show's producers have labored to erode the distinction 
between real life and television depiction. Bergen was given the opportunity to work as a guest 
interviewer on the Today show, and was offered a correspondent's audition for Sixty Minutes. 
While she was creating the "back story" for the Murphy Brown character, Bergen visited the set 
of Dan Rather's CBS Evening News. 

Feminist Affirmation 

The Murphy Brown show was never intended to be just another sitcom; it is a weekly 
affirmation of the "progressive" feminist life-style. No better vehicle could be devised than a 
fictional female newscaster. A recent PBS documentary about newscaster Edward R. Murrow 
declared that he "had responsibility for the largest classroom in America." But even the most 
didactic journalists must offer token gestures of fairness. As a fictional newscaster, Murphy 
Brown would be guaranteed the last -- and the best -- word in every debate. 

Both the Establishment media and the feminist movement have a heavy investment in 
Murphy as an icon. The show is frequently cited for its supposedly clever writing, but it is so 
heavily freighted with political correctness that it stumbles when attempting light comedy. 
Murphy has wrestled with environmental issues (like the supposed evils of styrofoam), defended 
the Senate and media figures who tried to sabotage the Thomas nomination, and triumphantly 
confronted conservative media critics. Hardly an episode passes that Murphy does not win some 
vicarious victory for the Left. 

When it was decided to have Murphy become pregnant, English and Bergen agonized 
over the message embodied by the development. In one interview English spoke of her concern 
that the single women who regarded Murphy as a role model would feel betrayed by the results 
of Murphy's pregnancy test. But English wanted to use Murphy's pregnancy as a vindication of 
the "Independent woman." In true "liberated" fashion, Murphy's child was conceived after she 
had slept with two men -- neither of whom was considered by her to be a good candidate for 
matriage. 

Another "Lifestyle Choice" 

In the premiere episode of the last television season, Murphy announced that she was 
"exercising" her choice to have the baby. Only in the world of feminist agitprop would such a 
decision be phrased in this manner: Murphy's news had to be delivered in the context of an 
implicit endorsement of abortion. Murphy explicitly rejected the possibility of marriage. Later in 
the season several real female anchors (including Joan Lunden, Paula Zahn, Faith Daniels, and 
Katie Couric) appeared on the show to throw Murphy a baby shower. The birth of Murphy's 
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child promised to be a blessed event for the Left. 

The episode in which Murphy gave birth was seen by 38 million viewers; Vice President 
Quayle, by his own account, was not among them. But he was aware of the episode, and in a 
speech delivered in San Francisco he mentioned the event. Quayle's larger subject was the 
erosion of traditional family values and the resulting contribution to violence of the sort typified 
by the LA riots. Among other things, Quayle said: 

Marriage is a moral issue that requires cultural consensus and the use of social sanctions. 

Bearing babies irresponsibly is, simply, wrong. Failing to support children one 

has fathered is wrong. We must be unequivocal about this. It doesn't help matters 

when prime time TV has Murphy Brown -- a character who supposedly 

epitomizes today's intelligent, highly paid, professional woman -mocking the 

importance of fathers by bearing a child alone and calling it just another "lifestyle 

choice." I know it is not fashionable to talk about moral values, but we need to do 

it .... We cannot be embarrassed out of our belief that two parents, married to each 

other, are better in most cases for children than one .... 

Quayle also spoke candidly about the effects of the welfare state upon the family: "I 
believe the lawless social anarchy which we saw [in LA] is directly related to the breakdown of 
the family structure, personal responsibility, and social order in too many areas of our society. 
For the poor the situation is compounded by a welfare ethos that impedes individual efforts to 
move ahead in society, and hampers their ability to take advantage of the opportunities America 
offers." 

Media Response 

It is unusual for any elected official to offer such useful criticism of the welfare state, and 
Quayle's larger points were eclipsed by the furor provoked by his criticism of Saint Murphy. The 
negative reaction from media and entertainment elites was predictable -- and more than a little 
disingenuous. After laboring to make Murphy an icon, the media chided Quayle for treating the 
character as something more than a television apparition. Diane English, in response to Quayle's 
criticism, said: "If the Vice President thinks it's disgraceful for an unmarried woman to bear a 
child, and if he believes that a woman cannot adequately raise a child without a father, then he'd 
better make sure abortion remains safe and legal." As one commentator remarked, it's a shame 
that Emmys aren't awarded for non sequiturs. 

Kate Michelman of the National Abortion Rights Action League, which campaigns 
assiduously against motherhood, complained that Quayle's remarks displayed "the 
administration's utter lack of understanding and respect for women, their families and the choices 
they face." 

A nationally syndicated column by one Ellen Snortland ranted," 'Traditional family 
values' is a right-wing euphemism for 'a white family where Daddy's the boss," and asserted that 
Quayle's speech means, "These guys (and some gals like Phyllis Schlafly) are still determined to 
bring back the old days when white male supremacy went all but unquestioned." 

Cynthia Tucker, who is editorial page editor of the Atlanta Constitution and a frequent 
guest on the MacNeil/Lehrer program, whined, "Were they [the Bush Administration] interested 
in helping poor teenage girls make proper choices, they would not have chosen to excoriate 
Candice Bergen's TV character ... if those young women were taking their cues from Murphy 
Brown, they'd be a lot better off." Tucker believes that abortion on demand is necessary "to 
reinforce the American home as a caring place for children to grow up in." Furthermore, 
according to Tucker, we should "support parental leave laws and legislation that would allow the 
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IRS to collect and distribute child support payments." For Tucker, the key to family values is to 
be found in an enrichment of the abortion industry and a larger role for the IRS. 

Perhaps the most conspicuously fatuous critique of Quayle's speech came in an article 
written by TV pundit Michael Kinsley. "What Vice President Dan Quayle complacently mocks 
as 'indulgence and self-gratification,' the founders of this nation referred to as 'the pursuit of 
happiness.’ "According to Kinsley, "The pill, easier divorce laws, gay rights, the increased 
tolerance of single parenthood and other eccentric living arrangements -- all of these have 
undermined the traditional family. They also have offered paths to happiness for millions who 
would otherwise be trapped" in traditional family lifestyles. But Kinsley does admit that before 
our era of "liberation," "Kids weren't shooting other kids over $150 gym shoes...." Kinsley can't 
make the obvious connections. 

Such moral illiteracy is not confined to Hollywood or the media. The day after his 
speech, Quayle visited the Bret Harte Middle School in LA. Several of the students displayed a 
good grasp of the lessons taught by the media. One 14-year-old asked Quayle, "What would you 
prefer, a single mom or a dad who gets drunk and beats your mom?" Quayle patiently urged 
students to respect marriage, and told television reporters, "My complaint is that Hollywood 
thinks it's cute to glamorize illegitimacy. Hollywood just doesn't get it .... They're out there in the 
world of comfort. They ought to be with me where the real America is." 

Emphatically Non-Committal 

As the Vice President defended his opinions, he found himself debating family values 
with his own Administration. White House press spokesman Marlin Fitzwater initially seconded 
Quayle's opinions: "We are certainly concerned about family values and the breakup of the 
American family, and ... our concern is with the television networks and the production people 
who need to be aware of the ramifications of their programming." 

But just minutes after offering this resonant declaration, Fitzwater -- acting on the 
specific instructions of the White House, which feared that Quayle's remarks would alienate 
single parents (and Murphy Brown's fans) -- retracted his remarks. Fitzwater contritely said, "In 
many ways, it [Murphy's situation] does dramatize the difficulty of the social issues involved, 
questions it's good for the American people to see and grapple with. It demonstrates strong 
family values." 

Fitzwater also insisted that Murphy Brown displayed "pro-life" values by declining to 
abort the child. For his part, the President was reluctant to address the issues raised by a "very 
popular show." 

Thus the Bush Administration once again managed to be emphatically on both sides of a 
social controversy. The Bush Administration still presents itself as the guardian of family values, 
but it modulates its pronouncements on the subject in order to avoid offending the fans of a 
sitcom character. 

"Trophy Baby" 

Ironically, some of the most sensible commentary about Quayle's speech came from 
Georgie Anne Geyer, a liberal columnist. Geyer observed that 62 percent of all black children 
are now born out of wedlock. She reviewed a "progressive" program in public schools in 
Commerce, Colorado in which condoms are distributed to high school students and an 
on-campus nursery is provided to care for children born to the students. The birth rate among 
students in that program is at least 31 percent above the national average. 

Geyer maintains, "We can't expect shame to operate in society and to back up responsible 
behavior, when we stubbornly refuse to employ shame on behalf of principle...." She sees 
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Murphy Brown's promiscuity as a moral lesson America does not need: "Murphy Brown's baby 
is basically a ‘trophy baby,' not a child born into and rooted in a family and culture, but an 
unattached, innocent little creature born of a 'modern' woman's ego." 

The chief lesson taught by the Murphy Brown imbroglio was captured in a remark made 
by writer Charlotte Low Allen several years ago: "Feminism teaches that women should behave 
sexually just like men -- at least when women let them get away with it." 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Mr. Grigg is a newspaper columnist and a regular contributor to THE 


NEW AMERICAN. 


John F. McManus 


For most of history, mankind has been represented by only two classes, the ruled and the 
rulers. It goes without saying that most of those who have walked the earth have been the ruled. 
Call it the feudal system, serfdom, slavery, or whatever, the history of man is the history of 
grinding poverty, drudgery, misery, and little hope of improvement. 

However, throughout history there has also existed the conviction that man should be 
free, that he should be allowed to keep the fruits of his labors and work his way out of the 
poverty class, and that government should be constrained. Early Rome was a good example. 
With government shackled, the people who wanted to work prospered. They produced, bought, 
sold, traded, and thrived. They formed an intermediate zone between the rich who ruled and the 
poor who were ruled. They were the middle class. 

Nowhere in all history has the growth of a middle class been more striking than in 
America. Nowhere has there been more opportunity for upward mobility, where a family of 
laborers could produce merchants and entrepreneurs, where the entrepreneurs could see their 
sons and daughters become doctors, teachers, clergymen, and artists, and where yesterday's 
poorer class could become today's middle class and tomorrow's upper class through hard and 
honest work. And nowhere has the middle class family been more solidly established than in 
America, particularly during its first 200 years. 

A thriving middle class is the backbone of any worthwhile civilization. These are the 
producers who also build the hospitals, civic centers, schools, and churches. It is this free and 
productive group that forms the bedrock of national stability. If America's strength could be 
characterized in a single group, it would be our large and vibrant middle class. 

Recently published statistics drawn from the 1990 U.S. Census confirm that during the 
1980s, the poor got poorer, the middle class shrank, and the wealthy got wealthier. The Census 
Bureau didn't note it but government also grew enormously, a major contributor to the results 
given above. 

Hardly a day goes by without some new government control. If it isn't a tax, it's a 
regulation; if it isn't a regulation, it's a bureaucratic decree; if it doesn't come from Washington 
directly, it likely comes from a state or municipal government which has been forced to bow to 
Washington's commands. 

In 1992, Tax Freedom Day for the average American advanced to May 5th, up four days 
from the date in 1991 when all taxes for the year would have been paid had no money been spent 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


for anything else. The prospects for 1993 look even grimmer. 

One of the hallmarks of a vibrant middle class is private home ownership. Ask yourself if 
owning a home is becoming more or less difficult as the "new world order" takes shape. You 
know the answer. 

Another feature of a strong middle class is the strength of the family structure. With one 
spouse now required to work for the family's needs while the other works to pay the taxes, 
strains have developed and have contributed to widespread breakup of families. 

Try to save some money and see inflation eat away its value. Government-caused 
inflation (an increase in the quantity of currency that lowers its value) now runs at a rate of four 
to five percent per year, and our leaders congratulate themselves for holding it down. That kind 
of stealing from the people would have resulted in lynch mobs earlier in this century. 

When Ronald Reagan took office in January 1981, the national debt totalled less than $1 
trillion. Record deficits during his eight years pushed it beyond $2.5 trillion, and the Bush-era 
deficits will push the debt to $4 trillion in only four years. The American people are now taxed 
more for interest on debt than for defense, about $1,300 for every man, woman, and child in this 
land. As noted above, the effect on the middle class of this enormous -- and growing -- burden 
has been detailed by the U.S. Census Bureau. 

Wall Street Journal editor Robert L. Bartley has just issued a book entitled The Seven 
Fat Years, and How To Do It Again. He heaps praise on the "spend now and leave the debt for 
the kids" policies of the 1980s. He calls the tally sheet showing our nation going from the world's 
largest creditor nation in 1980 to its greatest debtor nation by 1990 a "grossly overrated" statistic. 
Debt is one way to destroy a free people; war is another. Bartley also cheered as loudly as 
anyone for George Bush's Persian Gulf War, the war for a "new world order." 

Hardly surprising, Bartley holds membership in both the Council on Foreign Relations 
and the Trilateral Commission. He is a spokesman for the Establishment, the would-be ruling 
class in America. 

Throughout history, those who ruled did what they could to thwart the rise of a middle 
class. In our day, they do everything they can to destroy this backbone of our nation. They will 
succeed if Americans don't put a stop to it. 
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